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>f 


Page      3f  line  11,  deU  the  words  "  tender  of  cmU  to  be  taied  and.' 

3,  line  IS,  insert  after  the  word  "  contempt"  the  words  "  on  tender  of  the  cost*  of  tlie 

contempt." 
12,  dele  lines  14  and  15,  and  substitute  "  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  the  action ;  omitting 

all  prayer  for  relief."     And  see  the  marginal  note  corrected  in  the  Index,  p.  746. 
115,  line  21, /or  *' clerk"  read  "court." 
372,  see  the  marginal  note  corrected  in  the  Index,  p.  734. 
375,  see  the  marginal  note  corrected  in  the  Index,  p.  750. 
552,  line  2,  dele  the  word  "and ;"  and  in  line  3,  before  the  mf^  "  William,"  instrt 

the  word '•one.'* 
611,  see  the  second  marginal  note  corrected  in  the  Index,  p.  738. 
614,  line  1,  for  **  a  court  of  Uw  "  read  **  this  Court." 
662,  see  the  second  marginal  note  corrected  in  the  Index,  p.  739. 
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MEMORANDA. 

On  Saturday,  16th  January,  1836,  at  the  Palace  at 
Brightbelmstone,  the  Lords  Commissioners  resigned  the 
Great  Seal,  which  was  on  the  same  day  delivered  by  His 
Majesty  to  Sir  Charles  Christopher  Pepys^  Knt,  as  Lord 
High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain,  who  was  thereupon 
created  a  Peer  by  the  title  of  Baron  Cottenham,  of  Cot- 
tenham,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge. 

About  the  same  time  Henri/  Bickersteth,  Esq.,  one  of 
His  Majesty's  counsel,  was  appointed  to  the  office  of  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  and  was  created  a  Peer  by  the  title  of  Baron 
Langdalef  of  Langdale,  in  the  county  of  Westmorland. 


1836. 

SyMONS  t?.  SVMONS.  7"**      \ 

Jan,  13M. 

Jl>Y  the  decree  in  this  cause  it  had  been  referred  to  the  upon  the  admU 
Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  lands  and  hereditaments  '>"5"'*<>"  ^[  *® 

real  property  of 

to  which  the  petitioner,  an  infant,  was  entitled  under  the  «"  >n^<»<^^  <^is 

Court  will  not 
delegate  to  the 
Matter  the  power  of  appro^ng  leases  of  the  estates. 

\OL.  II.  B  EQ.  EX. 
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1836.  marriage  settkment  and  will  of  his  father,  and  of  the 
rents  and  profits  received  since  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  to  report  what  was  proper 
for  maintenance ;  and  the  receiver  was  from  time  to  time 
to  let  and  set  the  property. 

The  petition  stated  that  the  Master  had  approved  of  a 
receiver,  and  that  many  of  the  lands  were  held  by  leases 
under  a  power  in  the  settlement,  and  others  remained  un- 
occupied ^  that  the  rents  were  too  high;  imd  libat  repairs 
\Hfte  necessary,  &c. 

The  petition  prayed  that  the  Master  might  from  time 
to  time  report  the  state  of  the  premises^  and  whether 
repairs  were  necessary,  and  out  of  what  fund  they  should 
be  paid,  &c. ;  and  whether  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of 
the  infant  that  any  reduction  should  be  made  in  the  rents ; 
that  the  Master  might  from  time  to  time  receive  proposals 
for  taking  leases  conforraaUe  with  the  power ;  and  that, 
when  tfnd  as  the  Master  should  accept  of  such  ^proposals, 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement  might  execute  leases  of  such 
lands  agreeable  to  such  proposals,  &c. 

Mr.  Hall,  for  the  petition,  exprested  a  doubt  whether 
the  latter  part  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition  was  correct, 
as  it  implied  that  the  Master's  approval  of  the  leases  was 
to  be  final.    He  mentioned  M*Dermoit  v.  Keaiy  (a), 

The  Court  was  of  opinion  that  that  part  of  the  petition 
could  not  be  granted,  and  made  an  order  directing  the 
Master  to  take  proposals  for  leases,  and  from  time  to  time 
to  report  his  opinion  upon  the  same  to  the  Court. 

(o)  Jac.  374. 


COURT  OF  EXCflEQUBR. 


Whitehead  v.  Cunliffe.  Jan,  I9th. 

JnR.  BOOTH  moved  to  take  the  ansvrer  off  the  file^  the  Record  amend- 
oame  of  the  counsel  who  drew  it  being  omitted  on  the  ronnLrs  name 

record.  *°  *«  answer. 

The  counsel  for   the  defendant  stated  that  he  had 
signed  the  draft. 

The  Court  ordered  the  record  to  be  amended  by  the 
insertion  of  counsePs  name. 


Edmonson  r.  Hsyton. 

JUR.  pits  F/5  moved  that  the  defendant  might  now^  on  order  made  ex 
tender  of  costs  to  be  taxed  and  certificate  of  answer  filed,  Saw*a**defen- 
be  discharged  out  of  custody  for  contempt.    He  cited  ^^°^  ^°  <^- 

-,  ^.,.  /v  tempt  for  not 

Gray  V.  Campbell  [a).  answering,  on 

/^    1        J  certificate  of  an- 

Ordared.        ,^er  filed  and 
tender  of  costs, 
(a)  1  Russ.  &  M.  323. 


Neate  r.  Duke  of  Maklborough. 

Jan,  23rrf. 

J.  HE  bill  interrogated  the  defendant  whether  a  sum  of  x],^  ^^ 
^000/.,  or  some  other  and  what  sum,  was  not  iMt  to  him  "  ]^°owiedge, 

'  ^  information,  re- 

on  bond  of  a  certain  date,  or  some  other  and  what  secu-  membrance,and 

J      •        «  belief,"  if  stated 

nty,  ana  when  C  at  the  com- 

mencement of 
an  answer  as 
applying  to  the  whole,  will  goTcm  the  whole  answer. 
If  a  bill  state  a  fact,  not  denied  by  the  answer,  by  which  it  appears  that  the  defendant  has 
the  means  of  making  an  inquiry,  he  must  answer  as  to  the  result  of  his  inquiry. 

v2 


I8a6. 

Nkate 

». 
Duke  of 
Marl- 

BOROUOH, 
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The  defendant  commenced  his  answer  by  a  statement, 
that  he  intended  to  answer  the  bill  according  to  the  best 
and  utmost  of  his  knowledge,  remembrance,  information, 
and  belief.  Afterwards,  in  answer  to  the  particular  in- 
quiry, relative  to  the  SOOO/.,  he  stated  (without  using  the 
words  knowledge,  remembrance,  &c.)  that  he  was  unable 
to  set  forth  what  sum  of  money  he  borrowed,  but  he  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  borrowed  some  money  and  gavea  b  ond 
for  it,  though  when  he  did  not  know. 

An  exception  having  been  taken  to  the  answer  for  in- 
sufficiency in  this  respect — 


The  Court  overruled  the  exception ;  at  the  same  time 
observing,  that  information  and  belief  upon  a  point  was  in 
nine  cases  out  of  ten  immaterial. 

The  bill  also  charged,  that  another  bond,  which  had 
been  given  by  the  defendant,  had  been  prepared  by  his 
attorney.  The  defendant  did  not  deny  this,  but  stated 
that  he  was  unable  to  set  forth  whether  such  bond  had 
been  given.  An  exception  was  taken  to  this  part  of  the 
answer. 

Per  Curiam. — Where  a  bill  states  a  fact  not  denied  by 
the  answer,  whereby  it  appears  that  the  defendant  has  the 
means  of  answering  as  to  his  belief,  by  making  inquiry, 
then  his  stating  that  he  is  unable  to  set  forth,  &c.,  is  not 
sufficient.  He  ought  to  make  such  an  answer  as  might  be 
sufficient  to  have  the  cause  heard  on  bill  and  answer.  The 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  driven  to  go  into  evidence. 


Exception  allowed. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  «5 

1835, 
Dee,  \Sth. 

1836. 
Feb,  19M. 

Darth£z,  Brothers,  r.  Lee  and  Sama.  '*— > — ' 

JL  HE  bill  stated,  that  Juan  Sama,  a  merchant  of  Havan-  If  A.,ainercbant 
Tiah,  had,  for  some  years  previous  to  the  year  1834,  been  guaraoteeihe 
in  the  habit  of  purchasing  cutlery  of  Messrs.  Vanwart  &  '^uJ^Mcim*" 
Co.,  merchants  and  factors  at  Birmingham ;  and  that  when  ^y  B.,  a  factor 
the  latter  sent  goods  to  Sama,  they  retained  for  his  use  a  c,  a  merchant 
pattern  or  specimen  of  each  article  so  marked  as  to  enable  ?©  the  approval 
Sama  to  write  to  his  agents  in  England  respecting  it.  That  °J^*»  •"  ^"' 
in  1834,  Sama,  by  means  of  S.  M.  Arcos,  his  agent  in  Eng-  nmpiy  the  pay- 
land,  effected  an  arrangement  of  opening  a  credit  and  ranto^r  for  oT* 
account  with  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  merchants  and  part-  ^,"  fo"g"^"  "° 
ners  in  London,  for  the  more  ready  payment  for  the  goods  c©""^  against  B. 

unlets  he  state 

shipped  on  Sama's  account.  That  the  defendant,  Thomas  acaseofcoiiu- 
Lee,  was  then  a  factor  at  Birmingham  and  London ;  and  |^d  x.  ^^"    ' 
that  in  August,  1834,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  by      A  party  who 
means  of  Arcos  and  the  plaintiffs  with  the  defendant,  that  mitted  an  ac- 
tbe  latter  should  in  future  make  the  purchase  of  cutlery  to  be  correct, 
goods  for  Sama,  subject  to  the  approval  of  Arcos.     That  ^a^rdsVierblu 
Lee  should  receive  a  certain  commission  on  such  pur-  to  have  the  ac- 

1  1    I  1  1   •     •/««  1  count  taken  in 

chase,  and  that  the  plamtiffs,  as  the  agents  or  correspon-  equity  upon  the 
dents  of  Sama,  should  be  responsible  to  Lee  for  the  price  ^at^e  iii^^no 
of  the  coods,  and  also  for  his  commission  and  charges,  ™f*°*  ®^*«*'- 

^  *  ^        ^  .  taming  that  the 

apon  his  bringing  to  them  invoices  thereof,  counter-signed  account  so  de- 

by  Arcos,  by  way  of  approval.     That,  upon  such  agree-  rect,  without 

ment  being  entered  into,  the  specimens  or  patterns  in  the  ^Jl[^"frJ^J^^ 

hands  of  Messrs.  Vanwart  &  Co.   were  delivered  up  to  against  the  de- 
fendant; and  it 
the  defendant  Lee  for  the  purposes  of  his  said  agency,  is  not  necessa- 

and  subject  thereto  to  belong  to  and  remain  the  property  Son*of fraudto 
of  Sama.     That  the  defendant  Lee  accordingly  entered  say,  Uiat  the  ac- 

.  -  counting  party 

upon  the  duties  of  his  said  agency  upon  the  terms  afore-  agreed  to  deliver 
said,  and  from  time  to  time  purchased  and  shipped  goods  ^u  demanded  * 

by  the  other, 
upon  condi- 
tion of  having  his  alleged  balance  admitted  and  paid. 
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1835.  for  Sama,  and  retained  the  patterns  of  goods  sent,  in  the 
same  manner  as  Messrs.  Vanwart  had  done ;  and  that  in 
in  1835  Sama  sent  a  friend  or  agent  to  this  country,  who 
also  delivered  to  the  defendant  Lee  other  patterns  for  the 
purposes  of  Sama's  trade. 

The  bill  then  alleged,  that  the  defendant  Lee  from  time 
to  time  delivered  accounts  to  the  plaintiffs,  purporting  to 
be  (though  the  plaintiffs  were  unable  to  ascertain  whether 
the  same  were  in  fact)  just  and  true  accounts  of  the  seve- 
ral purchases  made  by  him  on  Sama's  account,  in  which 
accounts  the  patterns,  as  well  as  the  goods  actually  ship- 
ped, were  charged  for.  That  during  Lee's  agency  he 
purchased  goods  (though  to  an  inconsiderable  amount) 
for  the  plaintiffs  on  their  separate  account,  as  well  as  for 
Sama ;  and  that  upon  the  two  accounts  the  plaintiffs  had 
paid  to  him  divers  large  sums  of  money ;  and  that,  by  the 
means  aforesaid,  an  open  account  had  arisen  and  still  sub- 
sisted between  him  and  the  plaintiffs.  That  Lee  claimed 
a  balance  of  1750/.,  as  due  from  the  plaintiffs  to  him  on 
these  two  several  accounts.  That  the  plaintiffs  had  ap-* 
plied  to  him  to  come  to  an  account  with  them  in  respect  of 
the  foregoing  transactions,  and,  upon  payment  of  what  was 
justly  due  from  them,  to  deliver  up  to  them  the  patterns 
or  specimens  which  were  in  his  possession.  That  the  de- 
fendant had  refused  to  comply  with  this  request,  and  had 
brought  his  action  against  the  plaintiffs  (with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  Darthez  the  elder,  who  at  the  time  of 
bringing  the  action  was  temporarily  out  of  the  jurisdic* 
tion)  to  recover  the  alleged  balance  of  1750/. 

The  biU  charged  that  the  plaintiffs,  except  as  regarded 
the  goods  bought  expressly  on  their  own  account,  were 
merely  the  agents  of  Sama ;  that  Lee  dealt  with  them  in 
that  character,  and  that  it  would  appear  from  Lee*s  cor- 
respondence with  Arcos  and  others  that  he  knew  he  was 
so  dealing.  That  the  detention  of  the  patterns  was  in- 
jurious to  Sama*8  trade,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  an- 
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sw^rable  to  Sama  in  that  respect.  That  Lee  had  agreed  1835. 
to  give  up  the  patterna  upon  having  the  alleged  babuKe 
admitted  and  paid.  That  such  requisition  w^s  eiiideace 
that  the  accounts  rendered  by  Lee  were  not  just  and  true 
accounts^  and  tbereforey  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  them, 
(he  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  disoayery  of  yarious 
books  and  documents  in  the  hancMi  of  the  defendant.  In 
proof  of  these  circumstances  the  bill  set  forth  a  long  cor- 
respondence between  the  respective  parties  and  their 
solicitors  and  agents  ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs, 
in  one  of  their  letters  to  Lee,  had  offered  to  pay  him  his 
alleged  balance  upon  having  the  patterns  delivered  \o 
them. 

The  bill  prayed  far  a  discovery  of  facts  and  documents 
relating  to  the  transactions  mentioned  in  the  bill^  for  an 
account,  i^junclion,  &a>  and  the  delivery  up  of  the  pat* 
terns. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  Lee  demurred  for  w^nt  of 
equity. 

Mr.  G.  Richards,  for  tfie  demurrer. — Tbe  object  of  th|| 
bill  is  to  enforce  th^  delivery  of  these  patterns,  not  to  the 
plaintiffs,  but  to  Mf.  Si^nm*  The  plaintiffs  have  no  io* 
terest  whatever  in  the  patterns ;  on  the  other  hand,  they 
ai^  liable  to  an  action  by  Lee  upon  their  guari^ntie,  find 
that  action  they  seek  to  restrain  Mpon  the  mere  allegation 
that  there  are  open  unsettled  ficcounts  between  then)  and 
Lee*  Frietfus  v.  Dos  Santqs  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew< 
that  a  bill  sugges|ting  in  ipere  general  terms  that  there  fir^ 
mutual  unsf^led  accounts,  is  not  maintainable.  |t  poay  be 
said  that  those  accounts  include  the  private  account  with  thp 
plaintiffs ;  bi^t,  if  so,  the  bill  is  multifarious.  The  pUin-> 
tiffs  do  not  deny  their  liability  to  pay  the  balance,  bqt  in- 
sist upon  the  4elivery  up  of  tl^e  patterns  as  a  condition  of 
payment.     They  have  no  right,  however,  to  make  sqph 

(«)  1  Y.  &  J.  574. 
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1835.  terms.  Their  stating  Lee  to  be  the  agent  of  Sama,  is  a 
mere  subterfuge^  in  order  to  threaten  him  with  a  long  ac- 
count in  equity  if  he  refuses  to  comply  with  their  demand. 
If  they  had  stated  circumstances  shewing  that  some  dis- 
covery was  necessary  for  taking  a  true  account  of  their 
dealings  with  the  defendant,  they  might  have  come  into 
equity  for  that  purpose ;  but  that  is  not  their  case. 

Mr.  Temple,  and  Mr.  Rogers,  for  the  bill. — The  bill  is 
brought  for  an  examination  of  accounts,  for  which  the 
plaintiffs  have  to  account  over,  and  for  the  delivery  up  of 
specific  chattels.  They  are  entitled  to  the  first  part  of  the 
relief  which  they  seek  on  their  allegation  that  they  do  not 
know  that  the  balance  charged  against  them  is  just ;  and  to 
the  second  part,  on  the  authority  otLowtherY.  Lowther  (a), 
and  Nuibrown  v.  Thomian.{b).  When  a  wrong  cannot  be 
properly  recompensed  in  damages,  equity  will  give  relief. 
The  plaintiffs  could  bring  no  action  to  recover  the  speci- 
fic patterns.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron, — You  could  bring 
no  action  at  all :  nor  can  you  come  into  equity  upon  such 
a  bill  as  this.  You  have  undertaken  to  pay  such  monies 
to  the  defendant  as  Arcos  shall  certify  to  be  just.  You 
do  not  suggest  any  collusion  between  Arcos  and  the  de- 
fendants. How,  then,  can  the  fact  of  Sama's  having  got 
you  to  give  your  guarantie  give  you  an  equity  against  the 
defendants  ?]  Sama  being  abroad,  constitutes  the  plain- 
tiffs his  agents  and  factors  in  this  country  ;  and  the  plain- 
tiffs, under  this  general  authority,  make  a  bargain  with 
Lee  in  their  own  names.  They  are  answerable,  no  doubt, 
upon  their  guarantie  as  original  contractors  with  Lee ;  but 
they  are  accountable  to  Sama,  that  they  will  charge  him  no 
more  than  the  just  amount  due;  and  they  can  only  charge 
him  through  the  medium  of  an  account  with  Lee.  Lee 
purchased  the  goods  and  retained  the  patterns ;  and  it  is 
stated  in  the  bill  that  he  charged  the  plaintiffs  in- account 

(fl)  13  Ves.  96.  (6)  10  Ves.  159. 
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with  these  patterns.  He  cannot  therefore  call  on  the  1^35. 
plaintiffs  to  pay  without  rendering  a  true  account.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron. — Do  you  suggest  any  reason  to  believe 
that  the  account  rendered  is  untrue  ?]  The  bill  alleges 
that  the  truth  of  the  account  cannot  be  ascertained  with- 
out discovery.  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  fraud  in  a  bill 
for  an  account ;  Corporation  of  Carlisle  v.  Wilson  (a) ; 
but,  if  it  were  so,  the  statements  in  the  bill  as  to  the  re- 
quisition made  by  Lee  to  have  the  balance  admitted,  is  a 
sufficient  allegation  of  fraud.  Besides,  the  bill  prays  for 
discovery,  which  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  decree  for  an 
account.  Barker  v.  Dade  (b).  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. 
— Does  the  bill  charge  that  Sama  has  given  notice  to  the 
plaintifis  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  Lee  ?] 

Mr.  Richards^  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  order  to  support  this  bill, 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  are  driven  to  make  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  terms  of  the  contract  contrary  to  its  legal  effect. 
In  allowing  this  demurrer,  I  do  not  intrench  upon  any  one 
of  those  principles  by  which  Courts  of  equity  are  guided 
m  matters  of  account.  No  doubt,  without  alleging  fraud, 
a  party  is  entitled  to  an  account  in  equity,  where  the  nature 
of  the  transactions  renders  the  taking  it  there  more  con- 
venient than  elsewhere,  or  at  least  as  convenient  as  in  a 
Court  of  law :  I  do  not  deny  that  proposition.  If,  for  in- 
stance, the  parties  allege  that  the  accounts  which  have 
been  rendered  are  intricate,  and  that  some  doubt  exists 
as  to  the  balance,  that  would  be  a  good  ground  for  seeking 
for  an  account  in  equity,  although  an  action  might  be 
brought  at  law  upon  the  same  matter ;  and  there  would  be 
no  occasion  in  such  a  bill  to  suggest  fraud.  But  there  are 
cases  where  an  account  having  been  stated  and  admitted 

(a)  13  Ve«.  276.  (6)  6  Vc8.  681. 
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1835.  by  a  party,  he  ought  to  state  the  grouncU  of  his  coming 
into  a  Court  of  equity  for  relief,  lest  it  should  appear  that 
his  bill  has  been  filed  for  the  mere  purpose  of  delay.  For 
instance,  if  he  states  that  an  account  has  been  delivered 
which  he  has  at  one  time  admitted  to  be  just,  but  the  truth 
of  which  he  cannot  precisely  ascertain,  and  therefore  cornea 
to  have  the  account  taken  in  this  Court — that  alone  is  not 
sufficient;  he  ought  to  go  further,  and  say,  that  since  the 
account  was  delivered  he  finds  that  he  has  been  imposed, 
upon,  and  therefore  his  admission  of  the  account  ought 
not  to  bind  him.  That,  no  doubt,  would  be  a  good  ground 
for  his  coming  into  this  Court :  but  generally,  the  groMuds 
for  equitable  relief  in  cases  of  this  nature  are — either  if  the 
opposite  party  refuses  to  account,  or  there  is  a  difficulty 
in  taking  the  accounts,  or  some  discovery  is  necessary 
before  the  account  can  be  taken. 

Now,  what  are  the  facts  of  this  case  ?  The  whole  in- 
terest of  the  plaintiffs  consists  in  their  undertaking  to  pay 
Lee  the  amount  of  such  invoice  as  Arcos  shall  certify. 
The  account  is  simple  enough.  They  cannot  be  liable  at 
law  unless  the  invoice  is  previously  settled  by  Arcos.  It 
is  not  suggested  that  no  accounts  were  delivered,  but  it  is 
said  that  they  are  not  able  to  judge  whether  the  balance 
is  correct.  The  meaning  of  the  bill  therefore  is,  that  the 
account  was  at  one  time  correct  and  i^mitt^d,  but  because 
the  party  would  not  give  MP  certain  specimens,  the  plain- 
tiffs would  not  pay  the  balance.  Is  that  a  ground  for  the 
interference  of  a  Court  of  equity  ?  The  fact  is,  that  Sama 
has  an  agent,  Arcos,  living  in  England*  whom  he  has  ap- 
pointed to  ship  his  goods,  but  he  wants  a  person  in  Lon- 
don to  pay  for  those  goods,  and  Darthe?  engages  to  pay 
to  Lee  the  amount  of  them  as  Arcos  shall  certify  to  be 
correct.  Does  that  give  Darthez  a  right  to  file  this  bill 
against  Lee  ?  He  could  not  in  a  Court  of  law  resist  Lee's 
demand,  nor  can  he  in  a  Court  of  equity,  because  he  has 
undertaken  to  pay  on  that  certificate.      If  the  defendant 
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had  given  a  certificate  which  Arcos  could  not  explain,         1B3S. 

Darthez  might  then  have  had  a  ground  for  seeLii^  the 

relief  vhich  he  now  asks ;  but,  unless  he  can  make  out  a 

caae  of  fraud  as  between  Arcos  and  the  defendant,  he  has 

no  right  to  come  into  equity  with  such  a  bill  as  this.    The 

purchase  of  the  goods  was  an  affair,  not  between  Darthes 

and  Lee,  but  between  Arcos  and  Lee.    The  billi  however, 

suggests  no  fraud  in  Arcos.    The  plaintiffs  admit  that 

they  are  willing  to  pay  the  balance  if  Lee  will  deliver  up 

the  specimens  to  Sama.    They  have  no  interest,  however, 

ID  that.     If  Sama  claims  them,  let  him  do  so  by  himself, 

or  by  his  authorized  agent  Arcos :  he  can  do  no  act  to 

the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffs,  by  reason  of  Lee's  refusal 

to  give  up  those  specimens.      If  he  were  to  set  up  any 

daim  against  the  plaintiffs  in  that  respect,  they  might  say, 

we  were  bound  to  pay  Lee  the  invoiced  price  of  the  goods, 

but  we  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  specimens. 

If  the  bill  contained  a  statement  that  Sama  had  given  the 
plaintiffs  notice  of  some  fraud  committed  by  Arcos  or  Lee, 
and  bad  required  the  plaintiffs  not  to  pay  the  balance  till 
the  accounts  were  delivered  and  investigated,  the  plaintiffs 
might  say  they  were  entitled,^ to  an  account  from  the  de- 
fendant before  they  made  such  payment,  because  they 
had  notice  from  their  principal  of  a  fraud  committed,  and 
they  could  not  safely  pay  it  now.  That  would  form  a 
just  ground  for  their  refusal  to  pay.  But  they  do  not 
suggest  that.  I  asked  a  question  upon  that  point  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  and  it  was  not  said  that  any  notice 
had  been  given  from  which  I  could  see  reason  to  believe 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  imposed  upon.  If  they  allow 
the  documents  between  Lee  and  the  agent  who  had  the 
disposal  of  the  goods  to  be  true,  they  could  not  join  issue 
with  the  defendant  at  law,  and  how  can  they  then  in 
equity?  Never  was  there  a  case,  denominated  one  of 
account,  more  unjustifiable  than  the  present.  I  protest 
against  the  conclusion  of  fraud  which  has  been  drawn  from 
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1835.  by  a  parly ,  be  ought  to  statQ  the  grounds  of  his  coming 
into  a  Court  of  equity  for  reliefy  lest  it  should  appear  that 
his  bill  has  been  filed  for  the  mere  purpose  of  delay.  For 
uistanee»  if  be  states  that  an  account  has  been  delivered 
which  he  has  at  one  time  admitted  to  be  justy  but  the  truth 
of  which  he  cannot  precisely  ascert^,  and  therefore  cornea 
to  have  the  account  taken  in  this  Court^ — that  alone  is  not 
sufficient ;  he  ought  to  go  further,  and  say>  that  since  the 
account  was  delivered  he  finds  that  he  has  been  imposed, 
upon,  and  therefore  his  admission  of  the  account  ought 
not  to  bind  him.  That,  no  doubt,  would  be  a  good  ground 
for  bis  coming  into  this  Court :  but  generally^  the  grounds 
for  equitable  relief  in  cases  of  this  nature  are — either  if  the 
opposite  party  refuses  to  account,  or  there  is  a  difficulty 
in  taking  the  accounts,  or  some  discovery  is  necessary 
before  the  account  can  be  taken. 

Now,  what  are  the  facts  of  this  case  ?  The  whole  in- 
terest of  the  plaintiffs  consists  in  their  undertaking  to  pay 
Lee  the  amount  of  such  invoice  as  Arcos  shall  certify. 
The  account  is  simple  enough.  They  cannot  be  liable  at 
law  unle9s  the  invoice  is  previously  settled  by  Arcos.  It 
is  not  suggested  that  no  accounts  were  detivered,  but  it  is 
said  that  they  are  not  able  to  judge  whether  the  balance 
is  correct.  The  meaning  of  the  bill  therefore  is,  that  the 
account  was  at  one  tim^  correct  and  admitted,  but  because 
the  party  would  not  give  up  certain  specimens,  the  plaip-? 
tiffs  would  not  pay  the  balance.  Is  that  a  ground  for  the 
interference  of  a  Court  of  equity  ?  The  fact  is,  that  Sama 
has  an  agent,  Arcos,  living  in  Engli^nd»  whpm  he  ha^  ap- 
pointed to  ship  his  goods,  but  he  wants  a  person  in  Lon- 
don to  pay  for  those  goods,  and  Darthea  engages  to  pay 
to  Lee  the  amount  of  them  as  Arcos  shall  certify  to  be 
correct.  Does  that  give  Darthe;i  a  right  to  file  this  bill 
against  Lee  ?  He  could  not  in  a  Court  of  law  resist  Lee's 
demand,  nor  can  he  in  a  Court  of  equity,  because  he  has 
undertaken  to  pay  on  that  certificate.      If  the  defendant 
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had  given  a  certificate  which  Arcos  could  not  explain,         1B3S. 

Darthez  might  then  have  had  a  ground  for  seeLii^  the 

reUef  vhich  he  now  asks ;  but,  unless  he  can  make  out  a 

case  of  fraud  as  between  Arcos  and  the  defendant,  he  has 

no  right  to  come  into  equity  with  such  a  bill  as  this*    The 

purchase  of  the  goods  was  an  affair,  not  between  Darthez 

and  Lee,  but  between  Arcos  and  Lee.    The  billi  however, 

suggests  no  fraud  in  Arcos.    The  plaintiffs  admit  that 

they  are  willing  to  pay  the  balance  if  Lee  will  deliver  up 

the  specimens  to  Sama.     They  have  no  interest,  however, 

in  that.     If  Sama  claims  them,  let  him  do  so  by  himself, 

or  by  his  authorized  agent  Arcos :  he  can  do  no  act  to 

the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffs,  by  reason  of  Lee's  refusal 

to  give  up  those  specimens.      If  he  were  to  set  up  any 

claim  against  the  plaintiffs  in  that  respect,  they  might  say, 

we  were  bound  to  pay  Lee  the  invoiced  price  of  the  goods, 

but  we  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  specimens. 

If  the  bill  contained  a  statement  that  Sama  had  given  the 
plaintiffs  notice  of  some  fraud  committed  by  Arcos  or  Lee, 
and  bad  required  the  plaintiffs  not  to  pay  the  balance  till 
the  accounts  were  delivered  and  investigated,  the  plaintiffs 
might  say  they  were  entitled  ^^to  an  account  from  the  de- 
fendant before  they  made  such  payment,  because  they 
had  notice  from  their  principal  of  a  fraud  committed,  and 
they  could  not  safely  pay  it  now.  That  would  form  a 
just  ground  for  their  refusal  to  pay.  But  they  do  not 
suggest  that.  I  asked  a  question  upon  that  point  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  and  it  was  not  said  that  any  notice 
had  been  given  from  which  I  could  see  reason  to  believe 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  imposed  upon.  If  they  allow 
the  documents  between  Lee  and  the  agent  who  had  the 
disposal  of  the  goods  to  be  true,  they  could  not  join  issue 
with  the  defendant  at  law,  and  how  can  they  then  in 
equity?  Never  was  there  a  case,  denominated  one  of 
account,  more  unjustifiable  than  the  present.  I  protest 
against  the  conclusion  of  fraud  which  has  been  drawn  from 
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the  statement  in  the  bill.  The  plaintiffs,  like  bankers, 
had  only  to  pay  the  money  due  on  their  guarantie,  and 
when  they  had  done  that  they  would  have  done  their  duty. 
As  to  theb  claim  upon  Lee  for  the  patterns,  Lee  may  well 
say,  non  hmc  infcedera  veni  ;  if  Arcos  has  any  complaint 
to  make  upon  that  subject,  let  him  do  so. 


Demurrer  allowed. 


Feb.  \^th. 

A  bill  brought 
for  an  accouot 
and  for  an  in- 
junction to  re« 
•trwin  proceed- 
ings at  law, 
cannot  be  de* 
murred  to  on 
the  mere  ground 
that  the  plain« 
tiflSi  in  equity 
are  not  all  de- 
fendants at  law. 


The  demurrer,  for  want  of  equity,  having  been  allowed, 
the  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  against  Lee  alone,  charging 
him  with  specific  acts  of  fraud  in  his  accounts  ;  charging 
also  that  the|]approval  of  Arcos  was  not  intended  by  the 
contract  to  influence  the  price  of  the  goods,  but  only  to 
determine  their  quality  and  species;  and  praying  discovery 
and  also  relief  as  before,  except  as  to  the  delivery  up  of 
the  patterns. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  bill,  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiffis  had  stated  no  case  entitling  them  to  join  as 
co-plaintiffs  in  the  bill. 


Mr.  6.  Richards^  for  the  demurrer,  contended,  that  the 
action  not  having  been  brought  against  Darthez  the  elder, 
who  was  at  that  time  abroad,  but  only  against  his  three 
co-partners,  ^Darthez  the  elder  was  not  affected  by  the 
judgment  at  law,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  join  as  a  plaintiff*in 
this  bill.  He  cited  Cardale  v.  fFatkins  (a),  and  Richard- 
son V.  Soares  (ft). 

Mr.  Templcy  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  bill. — The  statute 
S&4  Will.4,  C.42,  8.  8,  precludes  the  defendant  at  law  from 
pleading  the  non-joinder  of  Darthez  the  elder  in  abate- 
ment. Besides,  he  has  a  positive  and  direct  interest  in  the 
action.    The  contract  was  made  with  the  four;  and  though 


(a)  5  Madd.  18. 


(6)  Nom.  Glyn  v.  Soares^  3 IVJ.  &  K.  450. 
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ill  form  the  judgment  is  against  the  three  only,  yet,  under         1836. 
that  judgment,  the  partnership  effects  may  be  taken  in 
execution.     Supposing  there  were  any  foundation  for  the 
objection,  which  there  is  not,  it  ought  to  have  been  made 
by  plea. 

Mr.  Richards f  in  reply,  observed,  that  a  plea  for  want  of 
parties  would  not  hold  to  a  bill  of  discovery ;  that,  in 
Richardson  v.  Soares^  Richardson  was  as  much  interested 
as  Darthez  the  elder  could  be ;  that  Darthez  the  elder 
had  only  a  collateral  interest  in  the  action,  and  was  there- 
fore to  be  considered  as  a  stranger  to  the  proceedings  at 
law ;  and  that  it  was  a  general  rule  that  a  bill  for  discovery 
in  aid  of  a  defence  to  an  aetion  could  not  be  filed  by  a 
stranger  to  the  action. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  appears  to  me  that  I 
must  overrule  this  demurrer,  which  is  founded  on  the  mere 
technical  objection,  that  the  plaintiffs  in  equity  are  not  all 
defendants  at  law.  The  cases  which  have  been  cited  for. 
the  defendant  depend  on  the  principle  that  no  party  can 
file  a  bill  for  discovery  unless  he  has  some  interest  in  the 
discovery ;  that  a  mere  stranger,  who  on  the  face  of  the 
bill  appears  to  have  no  interest,  cannot  maintain  such  a 
bill.  No  proposition  can  be  more  just.  Another  .princi- 
ple is,  that  a  party  to  be  entitled  to  file  a  bill  of  discovery 
must  have  had  an  action  actually  brought  against  him,  or 
some  reasonable  ground  to  expect  an  action  to  be  brought 
against  him.  That,  also,  as  a  general  proposition,  is  true ; 
but  it  is  not  universally  true — ^as,  for  instance,  in  the  case 
of  an  action  already  on  record.  In  such  a  case  the  rule 
does  not  of  necessity  exclude  the  introduction  of  another 
man  as  plaintiff,  who,  though  no  action  is  brought  against 
him,  has  an  interest  in  an  equal  degree  with  the  parties 
against  whom  the  action  is  brought     Suppose  that  in  this 
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1^36.  case  no  action  had  been  brought^  but  that  there  existed 
the  apprehension  of  one;  coidd  it  be  oont^ided  that  all 
the  fonr  paErtaers  were  not  entitled  to  join  as  plaintiffs  in 
the  suit  in  equity  ?  Why,  on  the  very  principle  that  they 
might  file  a  bill  in  apprehension  of  an  action,  it  woold  be 
competent  for  them  so  to  join*  The  question  then  is, 
whether,  when  an  action  is  actually  brought  against  three 
only  out  of  four  partners — and  that  for  a  reason  appearing 
on  the  &ce  of  the  bitl  itself— there  is  any  strict  rule  of 
law  by  which  the  four  partners  are  excluded  from  joining 
as  plaintiffs  in  the  bill  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  such  strict 
rale  of  law  can  be  found.  In  the  case  of  Richardson  y* 
S9areSf  Richardson  couU  by  no  possibility  be  affected 
ki  interest,  directly,  by  the  judgment  at  law*  If  he  had 
joined  with  Glyn  in  filing  a  bill  for  relief,  the  nature  of 
his  interest  might  have  made  him  a  necessary  party.  But 
tiiat  was  a  mere  bill  of  discovery  filed  in  aid  of  the  de- 
fence to  an  action  brought  by  the  holder  of  certain  bills 
against  Glyn  as  the  acceptor.  How  could  Glyn's  ac- 
ceptance of  those  bills  affect  Richardson's  interest  so  as 
to  render  him  a  necessary  party  to  that  bill  ?  In  the  pre- 
sent case  the  judgment  at  law,  though  ostensibly  and  in 
name  it  might  not  affect  Darthez  the  elder^  yet  would  af- 
fect his  assets.  The  execution  of  the  judgment  would 
baive  an  immediate  effect  on  his  own  property,  and  there- 
fore he  has  a  direct  interest  in  defending  the  action.  Be- 
sides, a  partner  has  reaeon  to  apprehend  other  conse- 
quences from  an  action  brought  against  his  co-partners. 
Suppose  Darthez  the  elder  to  be  in  this  predicament — 
that  no  bill  bad  been  filed,  no  defence  made  to  the  action, 
and  judgment  obtained  against  the  three ;  could  not  the 
plaintiff  at  law  file  a  bill  in  this  C!ourt  calling  on  Darthez 
(o  account  for  his  assets,  in  order  to  make  them  liable ; 
and  would  not  the  judgment  be  primft  iSEune  evidence  that 
his  assets  were  bound  by  it  ?    Darthez,  therefore,  has  an 
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interest  in  all  tbe  ftttmre  consequences  of  the  judgment ;  lBd6. 
and  surely,  if  there  were  any  strict  rale  of  law,  as  that 
which  has  been  suggested,  it  woald  be  necessary  to  relax 
it  in  bis  favcmr.  But  no  such  rule  of  law  exists.  It  is  a 
mistake  to  call  that  a  strict  rule  of  law  which  is  only  an 
iHosfration  of  a  general  principle.  It  appears,  therefore, 
to  me  that  Darthez  the  elder  has  a  •complete  interest,  as 
well  as  his  co-partners,  in  the  discovery  sougbt  by  this 
bill;  and,  consequently,  that  tiM^re  is  no  objection  to  his 
being  nuuie  a  party  to  the  bifl. 

Demurr^  overruled. 


Feb.  17M. 

Kn£Bell  «?.  White.  24M. 

A.  PERSON  of  the  name  of  Margrave,  being  possessed  a  biu  for  an 
of  aome  leasehold  property  at  Shadwell,  by  an  indenture  renta  and  profits 
dated  the  15th  of  September,  1818,  in  consideration  of  '^^^^/^^'' 
the  sum  of  225L,  granted  an  annuity  of  24/.  15*.  to  one  annuity  in  pos- 

_.  -_  *i.i.i.  ■  1  .         •cssion  of  the 

Dufm,  for  the  term  of  his  life ;  and,  to  secure  that  annuity,  premiies  de- 
demised  the  leasehold  premises  to  Dunn,  his  executors,  Se'annw'ty"'* 
ftc,  lipon  trust,  by  selling  or  mortgaging  the  same,  or  by  "^V*^"?*"  *" 
such  other  ways  and  means  as  to  him  or  them  should  seem  piatndff;  eitiier 

,  «  m  111*       to  redeem  in  the 

meet,  to  raise  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  siiould  be  terms  of  the 
sufficient  to  pay  the  annuity,  and  all  arrears,  and  also  all  purohiVup^n 
such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  (if  any)  as  the  grantee  equitable  terms, 

to  be  settled  by 

or  his  executors  should  sustain  or  be  put  to  by  reason  of  the  Court. 
the  non-payment  of  the  annuity,  or  taking  possession,  col-  account  of^part- 
leeting,  and  receiving  the  rents ;  and  after  payment  and  ^omMmilst"*™ ' 
satisfoctioii  thereof,  to  pay  to  or  permit  Margrave  to  re-  for  a  dissolution 
oehre  tbe  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits  to  his  own  use.  nershV. 
The  annuity  deed  contained  a  clause  of  re-purchase.  biiifor*an  ac-* 

Margrave  regularly  paid  the  annuity,  and  died  in  1822,  count  need  not 

by  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  the  balance  if  fourtd  tgainst  him. 
Upon  a  bill  for  an  account,  evidence  to  shew  on  which  side  the  balance  lies  cannot  be  used  at 
tbe  hearing. 
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1836.  having  bequeathed  the  leaseholds  to  Sarah  Clegg,  and  ap- 
pointed her  his  executrix*  The  annuity  having  become 
in  arrear,  Dunn  entered  into  possession  of  the  premises, 
and  remained  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  till 
his  death. 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  executors  of  Sarah  Clegg 
against  Dunn,  and  revived  against  the  present  defendant, 
who  was  Dunn's  executor*  The  original  bill,  after  charging 
that  there  was  nothing  due  to  the  defendant  Dunn,  that 
he  had  been  over-paid,  and  had  refused  to  account,  prayed 
for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises, 
and  of  all  payments  for  ground-rent,  annuity,  repairs, 
taxes,  rates,  and  other  outgoings;  that  the  defendant 
Dunn  might,  upon  taking  such  account,  pay  to  the  plain- 
tiffs what,  if  any  thing,  he  might  appear  to  have  been  over- 
paid, and  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiffs  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises. The  plaintiffs  made  no  offer  by  their  bill  either  to 
pay  what  might  be  found  due  from  them  on  taking  the  ac- 
count, or  to  re-purchase  the  annuity. 

The  defendant  Dunn,  by  his  answer,  denied  that  he 
had  refiised  to  account  with  the  plaintiffs,  alleging,  on  the 
contrary,  that  he  had  delivered  to  them  a  written  state- 
ment of  his  receipts  and  disbursements.  He  stated  that 
he  was  still  ready  and  willing  to  account  with  them,  and 
that  the  annuity  should  be  re-purchased.  He  set  forth  a 
schedule  of  his  accounts,  by  which  he  made  it  appear  that 
a  considerable  balance  was  due  to  him. 

Mr.  ChandUss  having  opened  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs, 
the  Court  asked  on  what  authority  this  bill  could  be  sus- 
tained, which  contained  no  offer  to  pay  the  balance  of  the 
account  if  found  against  them  ? 

ChandUess  then  referred  to  the  observation  of  Sir  John 
Leach  in  The  Columbian  Government  v.  Rothschild  (a)^ 

(a)  1  Sim.  103. 
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and  contended  that  it  was  not  necessary  on  a  bill  for  an         1^3^* 
account  to  make  a  specific  offer  to  pay  the  balance* 

Mr.  Simpiinson  and  Mr.  Moore^  for  the  defendant. — 
The  dictum  of  Sir  John  Leach  in  The  Columbian  Govern^ 
jmeni  y.  Rothschild  is  of  very  doubtful  authority*  A  totally 
contrary  doctrine  was  laid  down  by  Sir  A.  Hart  in  Hickon 
y.  Ayhoard  (a).  In  that  case  there  was  an  original  and 
cro8«-bill,  and  the  cross-bill  prayed  an  account  without 
offering  to  pay  the  balance,  in  case  it  should  appear  to  be 
against  the  plaintiff*;  and  Sir  Antliony  Hart  said — ''  The 
cross-bill,  which  as  to  Dolphin  is  an  original  bill,  does  not 
contain  an  offer  to  pay  the  balance  if  against  the  plaintiff*; 
and  where  a  bill  for  an  account  omits  such  an  offer.  Lord 
Eldon  often  decided  that  it  would  not  do,  and  there  are 
several  cases  in  which  supplemental  bills  have  been  filed  ; 
but  I  think  I  can,  without  putting  the  parties  to  the  expense 
of  filing  a  supplemental  bill,  allow  them,  although  I  cannot 
compel  them,  to  go  into  the  Master's  office  to  assert  their 
rights."  The  question,  therefore,  is  not  settled  by  the  case 
before  Sir  John  Leach  ;  but  even  if  it  were,  this  is  not  a  bill 
for  a  mutual  account,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Columbian  Go- 
vernment. It  is,  in  truth,  an  action  by  a  mortgagor  against 
a  mortgagee.  The  leasehold  premises  were  demised  to  the 
original  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  securing  payment  of 
the  annuity  and  all  costs  and  arrears ;  and  by  the  terms  of 
the  deed,  the  annuity  is  made  redeemable.  The  Court 
cannot  order  even  payment  of  the  arrears,  for  they  are 
not  personally  due  to  the  plaintiffis,  but  are  a  charge  on 
the  estate.  Then,  will  your  Lordship  entertain  this  suit, 
the  plaintiffs  not  undertaking  to  do  what  is  equitable,  by 
offering  either  to  pay  or  to  redeem  ?  The  Court  cannot, 
on  further  directions,  decree  the  plaintiffs  to  redeem* 
The  plaintiff's  cannot  make  that  offer  on  this  record*  They 

(a)  3  Molloy,  I. 
VOL.  II.  C  EQ.  EX. 
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1836.  have  cdalked  out  their  own  course,  and  cannot,  under  the 
general  prayer,  ask  such  relief:  Palkv.Clinton{a)*  [Alder^ 
sofif  B. — Cannot  the  plaintiffs  amend  their  bill  ?]  In  Field 
V.  Delany  (V)  liberty  to  amend  was  refused,  and  it  ought 
to  be  refused  here.  This  is  a  harassing  bill :  an  account 
was  detivered  to  the  testator,  and  the  defendant,  in  his 
answer,  expresses  his  readiness  both  to  account  and  re- 
deem. The  Court  at  the  hearing  does  not  in  general  give 
liberty  to  amend,  except  to  add  parties,  or  to  correct  some 
error  in  a  date  or  a  sum,  [Aldersonf  B.— Are  there  not 
some  cases  of  partnership  that  bear  upon  the  point  as  to 
the  plaintiff  not  offering  to  redeem  ?]  Those  cases  are 
analogous  to  the  present.  The  plaintiff  in  a  partnership 
bill  cannot  pray  for  an  account  without  also  praying  a  dis- 
solution. It  must  be  admitted  that  Sir  John  Leaehf  in 
Harrison  v.  Armiiage  (c),  decided  the  other  way,  but  the 
authorities  in  general  support  that  proposition.  Forman  t. 
Homfray  (rf),  MarsfuiU  v.  Colman  (tf),  Loscombe  ▼•  Rus^ 
seU{/).  The  last  of  these  cases  goes  much  further  than 
the  present,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  is 
very  much  in  point.  He  allowed  the  demurrer  in  that 
case,  observing  that  the  plaintiff  purposely  avoided  a 
prayer  for  dissolution.  Here,  the  plaintiffs  purposely 
avoid  an  offer  to  redeem.  [Alderson,  B.-*— No  doubt  the 
objections  to  the  bill  in  that  case  are  very  strongly  put,  in 
the  Vice-*Chance]lor's  judgment.  I  at  first  thought  that 
the  good  sense  of  the  rule  was  with  Sir  John  Leach,  on 
the  ground  of  the  hardship  in  dissolving  a  profitable  part- 
nership in  order  to  get  an  account;  but  I  am  now  dis- 
posed to  think  otherwise.  Here,  the  party  in  possession  is 
employed  not  merely  in  receiving  the  rents,  but  in  doing 
repairs  and  paying  the  ground-rent.  The  balance  betwen 
the  parties  may,  as  observed  in  Loscombe  v.  Russell,  be 

(a)  12  Ves.  48.  (rf)  2  Ves.  &  B.  329. 

(6)  I  MoHoy,  174.  (e)  2  J.  &  W.  266. 

(f)  4Madd.  143.  (/)  4  Sim.  8. 
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turned  each  way  a  hund^d  times   in    the  course    off        1836. 


Mr.  ChandlesSf  in  reply* — ^This  is  a  case  in  which  the 
amendment^  if  necessary,  shcSuld  be  allbwed.  If  the  db- 
jectioqa  which  haiFO  been  taken  were  fatal,  the  defendant 
would  have  denuirred.  On  the  contrary,  he  puts  in  an 
answer  stating .  th^  he  is  willing  to  come  to  a  fair  and  jusi 
account  After  such  a  clear  submission  to  Bccount^  ought 
the  objections  to  prevail?  It  is  said  that  there  is  no  offer 
to  pay,  and  no  ofier  to  redeem.  Upon  the  first  point,  the 
proposition  is  hot  shakeh,  that  a  IhU  for  an  account  carries 
with  it  an  oi^r  to  pay  the  balance.  Upon  the  second 
point,  how  does  the  case  stand?  Here,  no  doubt,  there  is 
a  tn^tibr  the  gratitee,  updn  failure  of  payment  of  the  an- 
nuity, to  enter  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  ,profits$ 
but  there  is  an  ultimate  express  trust  for  the  plaintiA* 
How  are  they  to  get  at  the  surplus,  of  which  there  is  an 
etprcM'thilff  for 'tbeitt,mihout  filing  a  bill  for  an  account? 
Is  the  grftutee;  under  such  circuifistances,  to  receive  the 
rents  and  profits  for  twenty  years,  and  not  to  he  called  on 
to  account  without  an  offer  by  the  other  party  to  re-pur- 
chase ?  This  is  an  antouity,  and  not  a  mortgage;  and  the 
power  is,  in  truth,  to  re-ptochase,  and  not  to  redeem.  In 
biOikruptcy,  the  grantee  of  an  annuity  cannot  prove  for 
die  original  price  of  the  annuity,  but  for  that  price  re- 
duced by  subsequent  dhninution  in  its  value.  It  is  a 
mistake  to  say  that  the  bill  cannot  be  amended.  Leave 
to  amend  is  only  refused  where  tbef  party  asks  for  relief  in- 
consistent with  the  prayer  of  his  bill— ^whercj  for  instance, 
a  party  files  a  bill  as  a  specific  creditor,  and,  not  being  able 
to  prove  his  case  in  that  character,  wishes  to  make  him- 
self a  general  creditor ;  but  that  does  not  apply  where 
the  general  aspect  of  the  bill  remains  the  same.  The 
partnership  cases  are  scarcely  applicable ;  but,  admitting 

c  2 


Whitb. 
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1836.        tfaem  to  be  so,  the  case  of  Richards  v.  Davies  (a\  which 
„  is  later  than  any  that  have  been  cited,  overrules  Loscombe 

Kncbell  "^  ' 

9.  y.  RusseU  (b),  and  that  class  of  authorities. 

White. 

The  Court,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argument,  called  on 
the  plaintiffs*  counsel  to  say,  whether  they  would  then 
undertake  either  to  pay  the  balance^  if  found  against  them^ 
or  to  redeem ;  to  which  they  replied,  they  would  under- 
take to  pay,  but  not  to  redeem. 

In  the  course  of  the  cause,  the  defendant's  counsel  ten- 
dered proof  that  the  defendant  had  not  been  overpaid ; 
but  that,  on  the  contrary,  a  considerable  balance  was  due 
to  him. 

>  For  the  plaintiffs  it  was  contended,  that  such  evidence 
could  not  be  read  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause :  Walker  v. 
Woodward  (c). 

Alderson,  B.,  was  inclined  to  reject  the  evidence,  but 
said,  that,  in  the  view  which  he  took  of  the  case,  it  was 
unnecessary  to  decide  the  question. 

Feb.  24th.  Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  two  points  were  reserved 
for  consideration.  First,  it  is  objected,  that,  as  the  bill  is 
framed,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  have  the  account  prayed  for, 
for  that  this  bill  contains  no  offer  to  pay  the  balance,  if 
found  against  them.  But,  on  looking  at  the  cases,  I  think 
that  this  is  not  a  good  objection.  The  cases  seem  to  esta- 
blish that  the  prayer  of  an  account  is  equivalent  to  aQ 
offer  to  pay  the  balance,  if  ultimately  found  to  be  against 
the  plaintiff;  and  that,  in  case  it  be  found  against  the 
plaintiff,  the  Court  may,  on  further  directions,  decree 
against  him  that  he  do  pay  such  balance.  At  any  rate, 
as  there  is  an  offer  at  the  bar  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs 

(a)  2  Rubs,  h  M.  347.  (^)  4  Sim.  8. 

(c)  I  Rass.  107- 
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to  do  this,  I  should  not  allow  this  objection  alone  to  de*         1836. 
prive  them  of  .the  remedy,  but  should  permit  them,  if  it 
irere  necessary,  to  amend  their  bill  in  that  respect. 

Bnt  there  is  a  second  objection.  This  is  a  bill  to  have 
an  account .  of  rents  and  profits  of  premises  in  the  defen- 
dant's possession,  which  he  holds  under  an  annuity  deed, 
to  reimburse  himself  an  annuity  granted  by  the  person 
now  represented  by  the  plaintiff.  That  deed  contains  a 
clause  of  redemption  on  certain  terms.  There  is  no  offer 
to  redeem  on  the  terms  of  the  deed,  or  even  to  re-purchase 
on  such  equitable  terms  as  the  Court  might  direct  on  in* 
quiry  before  the  Master. 

Upkm  this  it  is  contended .  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  is  not  to  be  used  in  favour  of  a 
man  who  does  not  offer  to  do  complete  equity ;  and  that 
the  present  case  may  be  compared  to  that  of  a  partner- 
ship, where,  it  is  said,  the  Court  will  not  interpose,  un- 
less a  dissolution  is  prayed.  On  that  point  there  are 
contradictory  decisions;  the  opinion  of  Sir  John  Leach 
being  at  variance  with  that  of  Lord  Eldon  and  of  Sir 
Launcelot  ShadweU.  As  I  am  obliged,  therefore,  to  con- 
sider the  case  upon  principle,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
reasons  assigned  by  the  two  latter  Judges  are  the  more 
satisfactory,  and  that  I  ought  to  adopt  their  opinion. 
Then,  what  is  the  principle  ?  It  seems  this — that,  where 
there  is  an  open  account  in  which  the  antecedent  items, 
respecting  which  the  account  in  equity  is  sought  to  be 
taken,  are  necessarily  connected  with,  and  not  capable  of 
being  severed  from,  the  other  items  of  the  account  which 
are  to  arisie  in  future,  the  Court  will  not  uiterpose ;  for  if 
it  did,  it  would  tolerate  the  bringing  of  a  suit,  which  could 
never  come  to  an  end  till  the  account  itself  was  closed ; 
for  the  state  of  the  account  would  be  continually  chang- 
ing whilst  it  was  under  discussion  and  settlement.  The 
party  who  seeks  redress  must  put  it  in  the  power  of  the 
Court  to  close  finally  by  its  decree  the  dispute  between 
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the  parties.  As  soon  as  he  does  dus,  he  is  entided  to  its 
assisfanfy.  In  the  case  of  a  partnetship»  tfacrefiDve,  he 
must  poj  a  dissolation.  In  this  caae  he  nnst  pvmy  either 
m,  ledempdon  on  the  terms  in  the  deed;  ot,  if  time  has 
made  an  ahentiony  al  aD  eicnts  heshoold  inyaie^por^ 
diase  on  equitable  tenns,  to  be  settled  by  the  Conrt* 
Neither  has  been  done  here,  nor  is  the  party  nov  able  or 
vilfing  to  do  this.  I  think,  tiierefbre^  diat  the  bill  nrast 
be  dismisBfd  withcostk 

But  I  think,  also,  I  most  icjeet  the  evidence  as  to  the 
aocoont,  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  quoted,  and  on  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  which  confirms  Lord  G^arff  an* 
dunrity.  This  wiU  only  be  material  as  to  the  ycstion  of 
costs. 

irdingly. 


Dee.XAth. 
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My\$L 

lo  ft  suit  for 
tithet  ioftitiited 
by  ft  icdor 
ftgiiiift  ft  party 
who  was  both 
patron  of  cbe 


Knight  r.  Marquess  of  Watbrpord  and  Others. 

X  HE  plaintiff  was  rector  of  the  parish  of  Ford,  in  the 
county  of  Northumberland,  and  the  Marquess  of  Water- 
ford  was  patron  of  the  rectory  of  Ford,  and  also  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Ford,  and  an  owner  and  occupier  of  land 


7^^^^  ^i^W°  *«  ^^^^^ 


which  die  land        In  the  year  1830  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  in  this  Court 

for  which  the 

tithes  daimed  against  the  Msrqucss  of  Waterford,  and  several  other 
aoa^Dgthatft  per^D8  his  tenants,  being  occupiers  within  the  rectory  of 
^^^tttfSDi.^^'  Ford,  for  an  account  and  payment  of  the  great  and  small 

ftnniim,  alleged 
by  tlie  defoodant 

to  hare  been  mad*  fiom  time  immemorial  in  lien  of  all  tithet,  waa  founded  on  a  aeries  of  oormpl 
contracts  by  way  of  resignation  bonds  and  otherwise,  between  successiTe  patrons  and  rectors  :-^ 
Held,  upon  a  sopplomental  bill  of  discovery  Sled  by  the  rector,  that  the  defendant  was  boand  to 
produce  all  such  prirate  documents  in  his  custody  relating  to  the  matters  inquired  after  by  the  bill 
as  did  not  constitute  his  title  to  the  inheritance  of  the  manor,  or  the  lands  of  which  the  tithes  were 
claimed,  or  the  inheritance  of  the  tithes. 

The  plaintifris  net  bound  by  the  defendant's  construction  of  documents  in  his  possession  (not 
his  title  deeds),  if  h  be  dear  fhxn  the  circomstances  that  they  may  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title. 
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tithes  of  the  land  in  their  several  occupations.  To  that 
bill,  the  Marquess,  who  was  then  a  minori  put  in  an  an- 
swer bj  his  guardian,  stating  his  belief  that  the  manor  of 
Fordy  containing  eight  thousand  acres,  had  been  from  time 
immemorial  oomiprised  within  the  parish  of  Ford,  and 
that  there  had  been  payable  from  time  immemorial  by  the 
lad  or  owner  of  that  manor  for  the  time  being,  by  equal 
half-yearly  payments,  to  the  parson  of  the  parish  of  Ford 
for  the  time  being,  the  yearly  sum  of  40/.  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  divine  worship  there,  in  lieu  of  all  manner  of 
tithes  arising  &c*  within  the  manor  of  Ford;  and  that 
the  lord  or  owner  of  that  manor  for  the  time  being,  or  his 
assigns,  had  from  time  immemorial  been  entitled  in  respect 
of  the  said  yearly  sum  of  40L,  to  all  the  tithes  within  that 
manor,  or  any  part  thereof.  The  defendant  made  no  an- 
swer to  a  charge  contained  in  the  bill,  as  to  deeds  and 
documents  in  his  custody. 

The  Marquess  of  Waterford  having  come  of  age,  the 
plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill  of  discovery  against  him 
and  the  other  defendants,  suggesting  that  the  lords  of  the 
manor  of  Ford,  who  were  patrons  of  the  rectory,  and  un- 
der whom  the  defendant,  the  Marquess  of  Waterford, 
claimed,  used  to  take  bonds  from  persons  about  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  rectory,  conditioned  for  the  acceptance  of  an 
annual  siun  of  40/.,  in  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  within  the 
manor  of  Ford ;  that  when  no  such  bonds  were  given,  the 
rectors,  soon  after  their  induction,  used  to  make  leases  of 
those  tithes  to  the  lords  of  that  manor,  and  that  40/«  a- 
year,  or  some  such  annual  sum,  was  the  rent  reserved  on 
such  leases;  that  at  all  events,  by  some  instruments  or 
agreements,  the  sum  of  40/.  was  fixed  as  the  whole  amount 
to  be  received  by  the  rectors  from  the  lords,  for  the  tithes 
within  the  manor  of  Ford,  or  parish  of  Ford ;  and  that 
die  4/01,  alleged  by  the  Marquess  to  be  an  immemorial 
customary  payment,  had  its  origin  in  such  bonds  and  leases, 
or  other  instruments  or  agreements.    The  bill  then  con- 
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the  parties.  As  soon  as  be  does  this,  he  is  entitled  to  its 
assistance.  In  tfae  case  of  a  partnenhip,  therefore,  he 
must  pray  a  dissolution.  In  this  case  he  must  pray  either 
a  redemption  on  the  terms  in  the  deed;  or,  if  time  has 
made  an  alteration,  at  all  events  he  should  pray  a  re-pur* 
chase  on  equitable  terms,  to  be  setded  by  the  Ck>nrt* 
Neither  has  been  done  here,  nor  is  the  party  now  aUe  or 
willing  to  do  this.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the. bill  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 

But  I  think,  also,  I  must  reject  the  evidence  as  to  the 
account,  on  the  authcnrity  of  the  cases  quoted,  and  on  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  which  confirms  Loid  GiffordTs  au* 
thority.  This  will  only  be  material  as  to  the  question  of 
costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


lBd5. 
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In  ft  suit  for 
tithes  iofdtuted 
by  ft  icdor 
against  a  party 
who  was  both 
patron  of  the 


Knight  r.  Marquess  of  Watbrford  and  Others. 

X  HE  plaintifi*  was  rector  of  the  parish  of  Ford,  in  the 
county  of  Northumberland,  and  the  Marquess  of  Water- 
ford  was  patron  of  the  rectory  of  Ford,  and  also  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Ford,  and  an  owner  and  occupier  of  land 
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which  die  land        Iq  the  year  1830  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  in  this  Court 

for  which  the  "^  "^      ^ 

tithes  claimed  against  the  Marquess  of  Waterford,  and  several  other 
r^^tingthatft  P^rsons  his  tenants,  being  occupiers  within  the  rectory  of 
customary  p«r-  Ford,  for  an  account  and  payment  of  the  ereat  and  small 

mentof40Aper  ^  ^  P 

ftnnnm,  alleged 
by  the  defendant 

to  have  been  made  fiom  time  immemorial  in  lien  of  all  tithes,  was  founded  on  a  series  of  corrupt 
contracts  by  way  of  redgnation  bonds  and  otherwise,  between  successire  patrons  and  rectors  :-^ 
Held,  upon  a  supplemental  bill  of  diacoTery  filed  by  the  rector,  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
produce  all  such  pritate  documents  in  his  custody  relating  to  the  matters  inquired  after  by  the  bill 
as  did  not  constitute  his  title  to  the  inheritance  of  the  manor,  or  the  lands  of  which  the  tithes  were 
claimed,  or  the  inheritance  of  the  tithes. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  by  the  defendant's  construction  of  documents  in  his  possession  (not 
his  title  deeds),  if  h  be  dear  from  the  drcomstances  that  they  may  rekte  to  the  plaintiff's  title. 


COURT  OF  BXCHEQUBR. 


23 


tithes  of  the  land  in  their  several  occupations.  To  that 
bill,  the  Marquess,  who  was  then  a  minor,  put  in  an  an- 
swer bj  his  guardian,  stating  his  belief  that  the  manor  of 
Fotd,  containing  eight  thousand  acres,  had  been  from  time 
immemorial  comprised  within  the  parish  of  Ford,  and 
that  there  had  been  payable  from  time  immemorial  by  the 
lord  or  owner  of  that  manor  for  the  time  being,  by  equal 
half-yearly  payments,  to  the  parson  of  the  parish  of  Ford 
for  the  time  being,  the  yearly  sum  of  40/.  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  divine  worship  there,  in  lieu  of  all  manner  of 
tithes  arising  &e*  within  the  manor  of  Ford ;  and  that 
the  lord  or  owner  of  that  manor  for  the  time  being,  or  his 
assigns,  had  from  time  immemorial  been  entitled  in  respect 
of  the  Bsid  yearly  sum  of  402.,  to  all  the  tithes  within  that 
manor,  or  any  part  thereof.  The  defendant  made  no  an- 
swer to  &  charge  contained  in  the  bill,  as  to  deeds  and 
documents  in  his  custody. 

The  Marquess  of  Waterford  having  come  of  age,  the 
plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill  of  discovery  against  him 
and  the  other  defendants,  suggesting  that  the  lords  of  the 
manor  of  Ford,  who  were  patrons  of  the  rectory,  and  un- 
der whom  the  defendant,  the  Marquess  of  Waterford, 
claimed,  used  to  take  bonds  from  persons  about  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  rectory,  conditioned  for  the  acceptance  of  an 
annual  sum  of  4(M.,  in  satisfaction  of  the  tithes  within  the 
manor  of  Ford ;  that  when  no  such  bonds  were  given,  the 
rectors,  soon  after  their  induction,  used  to  make  leases  of 
Aose  tithes  to  the  lords  of  that  manor,  and  that  40/.  a- 
year,  or  some  such  annual  sum,  was  the  rent  reserved  on 
soch  leases;  that  at  all  events,  by  some  instruments  or 
agreements,  the  sum  of  40/.  was  fixed  as  the  whole  amount 
to  be  received  by  the  rectors  from  the  lords,  for  the  tithes 
within  the  manor  of  Ford,  or  parish  of  Ford ;  and  that 
die  40JL,  alleged  by  the  Marquess  to  be  an  immemorial 
Cttstoraary  payment,  had  its  origin  in  such  bonds  and  leases, 
or  other  instruments  or  agreements.    The  bill  then  con-^ 


1835. 

Knioht 

Marquess  of 
Waterford. 


24 


EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 


4835. 

Knight 

Marquetf  of 
WaTBRFORD. 


tained  other  statements  impeaching  the  defence  to  the  ori- 
ginal bill,  namely,  that,  about  the  year  1573,  a  claim  was 
made  and  a  suit  instituted  in  respect  of  the  tithes  within  the 
manor  of  Ford,  by  the  then  rector  against  the  then  lord  of 
the  manor ;  that  a  decree  was  made,  referring  the  matters  in 
dispute  to  arbitration,  and  that  an  award  was  made  estab- 
lishing  the  rector's  right ;  that  a  considerable  district,  called 
Catford  Law,  formerly  belonging  to  the  lords  of  the  manor 
of  Ford,  and  being  part  and  parcel  of  that  manor,  and  held 
as  sucfay  was,  about  the  year  1660,  sold  by  the  then  lord 
of  the  manor  to  a  family  of  the  name  of  Carr,  and  that 
the  occupiers  of  that  land  had  ever  since  paid  tithes 
to  the  rectors  of  Ford;  that  another  district,  called 
Heatherslaw,  situate  within  the  parish  of  Ford,  and  form- 
ing part  of  lands  for  which  the  40L  was  claimed  to  be  paid 
in  lieu  of  tithes^  was  formerly  a  manor  of  itself,  and  paid 
tithes  in  kind  to  the  rector  until  purchased  some  time  be- 
tween 1685  and  1717,  by  the  then  lord  of  the  manor, 
after  which  time  the  tithes  of  Heatherslaw  were  intro- 
duced into  the  leases,  bonds,  and  other  instruments, 
whereby  the  sum  of  40/*  was  received  by  the  rectors  of 
Ford,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  of  the  lands,  the  property  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Ford. 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  the  defendant,  the  Marquess 
of  Waterford,  had  in  his  possession,  custody,  or  power, 
divers  of  the  before-mentioned  bonds,  leases,  or  other  in- 
struments and  agreements,  and  also  the  before-mentioned 
award ;  and  also  divers  old  deeds,instruments,  and  writings, 
including  the  deeds  of  conveyance,  or  some  of  them,  or 
some  copy  of  or  extract  from  or  abstract  of  them,  or  some 
of  them,  proving  the  allegations  in  the  bill  respecting  Cat- 
ford  Law  and  Heatherslaw ;  and  also  divers  other  deeds, 
papers,  and  writings,  which  would  shew  that  no  such  im- 
memorial payment  of  40/.  existed,  or  which  would  in  some 
way  tend  to  shew  the  plaintiff's  title  to  tithes  in  kind  within 
the  manor  of  Ford. 
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The  Marqbessy  by  his  answer,  admitted  that  Catford 
formed  part  of  the  manor  of  Ford ,  and  had  been  sold  as 
Itated  by  the  bill,  and  that  since  such  sale  the  occupiers  of 
it  had  paid  tithes  to  the  rector ;  but  he  alleged  that  this  was 
in  order  to  avoid  litigation.  He  stated,  that  he  had  not  in 
his  possession  the  conveyance  deeds  of  Catford  Law,  but 
that  he  had  those  of  Heatherslaw,  and  that  they  were  in- 
cluded in  the  second  schedule  to  his  answer.  He  denied  the 
other  material  allegations  of  the  bill.  In  answer  to  the  gene- 
ralcharge  as  to  deeds  and  documents,  he  alleged  in  sub« 
stance  as  follows  :-^That  he  hath  in  his  possession  divers 
deeds  and  evidences  of  title,  papers^  and  writings  relating 
to  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Ford,  but  that  such  deeds, 
&c.,  aU  relate  to  his,  the  defendant's,  title  to  the  said 
manor  or  the  lands  therein,  or  the  tithes  thereof,  and  that 
the  same  do  not  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title  to  any  tithes 
whatever  within  the  parish  or  manor;  that  he  hath,  in 
the  first  part  of  the  second  schedule  to  his  answer  annexed, 
and  which  he  prays  may  be  taken  as  part  thereof,  set  forth, 
according  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge,  a  full  and  true  list 
and  description  of  such  deeds,  &c.,  as  are  so  in  his  pos-* 
session ;  that  he  hath  in  the  second  part  of  the  second 
schedule,  &c.,  and  which  he  prays,  &c.,  set  forth  a  full 
and  true  list  and  description  of  divers  deeds,  &c.j  which 
relate  to  the  tithes  of  the  said  manor;  (but  which  are  not 
in  the  defendant's  possession  or  power,  except  that  he  or 
his  agent  may  have  an  inspection  thereof  at  his  bankers') ; 
that  the  deeds,  &c.>  so  deposited  with  his  b.inkers,  all 
relate  to  the  defendant's  title  to  the  said  manor  or  the 
Unds  therein,  or  to  his  right  and  title  to  the  tithes  of  the 
said  manor,  and  that  the  same  do  not  relate  to  the  plain* 
tiff's  title  to  any  tithes  whatever  within  the  said  parish,  or 
within  the  said  manor;  that  the  plaintiff  is  not,  as  the 
defendant  submits  and  insists,  entitled  to  the  production, 
either  in  this  Court  or  otherwise,  of  all  or  any  of  the 
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1885/        deela^eiridenfiesi  papers  and  writings^  comprised  in  dtber 
Kmwbt       ^^  first  or  second  parts  of  the  second  schedule* 

1^  ".  The  answer  then  cdntiuned  a  denial  that  the  defendant 

TKtam9^Mi>  had  eVer  had  in  his  pMsession  the  bonds,  leases,  and  other 
instninients  inquired  after  by  ihe  bilU  if  any  such  ever 
existed;  or  saye,  as  appeared  by  the  second  schedule,  any 
papers  or  writings  reUting  to  die  payment  of  iOA,  or  any 
other  sum  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  mentioned  in  the  bilL 
-  A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  production,  in  the  usual  manner,  of  the  deeds  and  do* 
euments  mentioned  in  ihe  first  pairt  of  ^he  second  schedule 
of  the  answer,  and  that  the  defendant  might  procure  for 
the  plaintiff  an  inspection  of  the  deeds  and  documents 
mentioned  in  the  second  part  of  the  second  schedule* 


Mr.  BoieleTt  and  Mr.  Lowndes^  for  the 
plaintiff  cannot  call  upon  the  defendant  for  the  production 
of  such  documents  as  constitute  the  defendant's  title  to  the 
inheritance  in  the  manor  or  the  tithes,  nor  does  he  ask  for 
the  copies  of  public  documents ;  he  therefore  confines  his 
application  to  such  documents  as  are  collateral  to  the  title, 
and  not  of  a  public  nature.  The  cases  establish  that  dis- 
titfction:  FirkiMv»Lou>e(a)»  CoUinsv.GreMlegifiitNeuh- 
ion  ¥•  Beresfard  (c)»  The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  inspect 
these  documents,  and  to  submit  to  the  Court  that  the  de- 
fendant's construction  of  them  is  wrong.  He  is  not  bound 
to*  take  the  defendant's  word  that  they  speak  only  in  fiivour 
of  his  own  title.  The  right  to  the  inspection  is  fuUy  ad- 
mitted by  that  passage  of  the  answer  which  all^^  *'  that 
save,  as  appears  by  the  second  schedule,'*  the  defendant 
has  no  documents  relating  to  the  matter  in  issue. 

Mi.Swanston  and  Mr.Pumf,  contra.— The  plaintiff  has 

(a)  M<Cleland,  73.  (b)  2  Y.  &  J.  490. 

(c)  lYcmDge,d77. 


0 

not  shewn  upon  the  answer  a  «uScieiit  tide  for  the  produc-<  ldd5.' 
ikm  of  these  dociunents.  On  the  contraryi  it  b  expressly 
denied  by  the  answer  that  diey  rehite  to  the  plaintiff's 
title ;  and  Bt^h  v.  Berton  (a)  shews  that  the  defendant's  watomwed; 
coostroction  in  tlus  respect  will  be  adopted  by  the  Cbiirt 
That  case  was  recognised  in  Hardman  v*  EUomet  {b\  The 
(daintiff  ought  in  general  to  shew  some  interest  in :  the  do* 
caments  he  seeks  to  hare  produced;  but  hese,  as  rector,  he 
has  a  common  law  tide  which  cannot  be  afiected  by  deeds 
and  documents.  In  Samps&n  r.  SweUenhdm  (e).  Sir  John 
Leaek  refused  to  order  the  production  of  4  deed  idiich  gave 
the  defendant  title,  but  which  was  not  connected  with  the 
plaintiff's  tide.  {The  Lard  Chirf  Airon.-— The  object 
here  certainly  is  not  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  tide  but  to 
impeach  the  defendant's.]  There  is  no  audiority  for  thk 
apfdication.  In  two  of  the  cases  cited,  the  motion  was 
br  die  producdon  of  the  Scar's  books;  but  they  are 
puUic  documents,  which  the  tithe-*payera  have  a  right  to 
inspeel,  in  order  to  see  what  payments  have  been  made 
by  their  ancestors.  Glegg  ▼.  Legh  (cQ  is  an  authority 
against  the  present  motion,  diough  the  demurrer  in  thsit 
case  was  held  to  go  too  far,  and  was  therefore  ovemiled: 
[The  Lard  Chirf  Bmran* — But  it  appears  from  the  Vice- 
Chancellor's  obaenrations  in  that  case,  that  if  the  defendant 
had  confessed  by  the  demurrer  that  he  had  in  his  pos- 
session a  copy  of  the  deed  by  which  he  had  conveyed  the 
tithes  to  another  person,  diat  would  have  shewn  he  had  no 
title;  and  though  the  plaintiff  could  see  nothing  else,  yet 
they  might  see,  if  they  could  get  at  it,  the  deed  by  which 
the  defendant  had  conveyed  his  right  away]. 

Mr.  Baieler  replied,  contending  that  the  Inll  sufficiently 
charged  that  the  defendant  had  documents  in  his  posses^ 

r 

(a)  7  Price,  206.  (c)  6  Madd.  16. 

(6)2M.&K.  745.  ((2)  4  Madd.  193. 


28 


EQUITY  CASUS  IN  THE 


1835. 
Kniobt 

9. 

'Marquess  of 


sion  which  disproTed  his  case,  and  that  those  charges 
were  not  met  by  an  answer  denying  generally  that  the 
plaintiff  had  an  interest  in  the  documents. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  have  fluctuated  much  in 
my  opinion  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  because  I 
wished  to  see  if  there  was  any  case  of  a  rector  who  had 
been  able  by  a  bill  of  discovery,  or  under  the  authority 
of  this  Court,  to  compel  a  defendant  to  produce  documents 
which  did  not  in  fact  tend  to  advance  the  rector's  title, 
but  to  defeat  that  of  his  antagonist.  The  case  cited  by 
Mr.  Purvis f  and  decided  in  the  year  1819,  was  that  of  a 
rector^s  book.  The  bill  was  filed  by  a  rector,  and  upon 
an  application  for  that  purpose  the  Court  refused  to  com- 
pel the  defendant  to  produce  the  book  of  a  former  rector, 
which  was  supposed  to  have  found  its  way  into  the  hands 
of  that  rector's  executors,  and  thence  into  the  possession 
of  the  defendant.*  Now,  if  I  considered  the  present  case 
exactly  like  that,  I  should  of  course  follow  that  precedent; 
but  it  strikes  me,  upon  looking  at  the  whole  of  this  case, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  some  discovery.  The  gene- 
ral rule  in  these  cases  is,  that  the  defendant  shall  not  be 
compelled  to  produce  his  own  title  deeds,  but  that  rule  is 
very  much  confined  to  title  deeds  relating  to  real  property. 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  title  deeds  of  tithes  would  not 
fall  under  that  head ;  but  in  a  case  where  the  rector  files 
his  bill,  and  his  prima  fiicie  title  to  the  rectory  is  admitted, 
but  the  thing  put  in  issue  is,  whether  his  right  to  receive 
tithes  in  kind  has  been  modified  or  defeated  by  some  cus- 
tom or  conveyance  in  former  time,  and  entitles  him  only 
to  40/.  a  year,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  all  the  matter 
which  establishes  that  must  have  a  very  great  relation  to 
his  title.  It  is  proposed  to  modify  this  motion  so  as  to 
exempt  all  those  deeds  that  appear  upon  the  schedules  to 
relate  to  the  defendant's  title  to  the  manor,  or  to  the  lands, 
or  to  any  title  of  inheritance,  and  to  apply  it  only  to  those 
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torts  of  documents  which  are  surmised  by  the  bill  to  refer 
to  certain  contracts  between  the  rectors  and  the  patrons 
for  the  time  being,  under  \ihich  the  custom  as  to  this  40A 
b  said  to  have  grown  up.  Now,  if  there  be  any  documents 
in  existence  that  would  throw  any  light  on  the  origin 
of  that  custom,  and  if  at  the  same  time  I  should  say  that 
the  rector  is  not  entitled  to  have  a  discovery  of  those 
documents,  what  would  be  the  result?  That  on  the  hear- 
ing of  the  cause  the  defendant  would  not  produce  those 
documents,  but  only  such  as  might  prove  the  custom  with- 
out any  qualification.  I  think,  therefore,  that  justice  re- 
quires that  the  motion,  as  modified,  should  be  granted* 
The  mere  opinion  of  the  defendant  that  the  documents  do 
not  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title,  cannot  alter  the  case ; 
because  it  is  quite  clear  they  do  relate  to  his  title  if  they 
have  relation  to  the  tithes  at  all. 


1835. 
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It  was  ordered  that  the  defendant  should  within  a 
given  time  produce  for  the  inspection  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  agents  the  several  deeds,  evidences, 
papers  and  writings,  mentioned  in  and  referred  to 
in  the  first  part  of  the  second  schedule  of  his  an- 
swer, except  the  deeds,  evidences,  papers  and 
writings,  forming  the  title  to  the  inheritance  of  the 
manor  of  Ford,  and  lands,  the  tithes  of  which  are 
claimed  to  belong  to  the  defendant :  and  except  the 
deeds,  evidences,  papers,  and  writings,  forming  the 
alleged  title  to  the  inheritance  of  such  tithes :  and 
except  also  the  copies  of  documents  in  public 
courts  or  depositories  for  writings.  Liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  and  his  agents  to  take  copies  of  or  extracts 
from  the  documents  so  to  be  produced. 
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1836.        •:  'The*  ddfe^dant  not  havmg  produced,  as  the  plaintiff  eonr 
eeitedi  all  the  documents  which  he  was  bound  to  produce 
Undet  the  foregoing  order,  a  motion  was  now  made  for  thf 
WMiHtvoEB.   production  of  all  the  briefs  and  ^  number  of  leases  (appa^ 
Feb.  %5iL     feudy  leases  of  lands  within  the  manor,  apd  occasionally  of 

UpoD  a  rector  • 

bui  for  tithes,  the  tithes)  comifrised  in  the  first  part  of  the  second  schor 

n^ui'bm  for  ^ttle  of  the  d^fiBlidant's  answer.     The  Imefs  appeared  tp 

^j^^°f^  -fielalie  fo  a  ivairiety  of  suitsi  but  among  them  was  a  suit 

peMbing  the  JMtituted  m  Gbanccry^  in  the  year  1683|  by  Jenkins,  .who 

that'^defen-  ^^  lessee^  updec  the  r^tor,  of  th^  tithes  of  part  of  tb^ 

h^To  "^  ^^  ^^^  belongiog  to  the  Marques  of  Waterford,  against 

dttce  certain  old  SUke,  wbo  wss  tbca  lord  of  the  manor  of  Ford.    In  diat 

brieft  in  hit  ,      ,  .    _  _  - 

poMetaion,  In  Buii  the  Same  defence  was  made  as  on  the  present  occasion, 
the^ilindrir  Bod^^  bilL  was  dismissed.  .  It  did  not  appear  from  the 
nidation  that    Register's  book  that  that  decree  was  taken  by  consent,  nor 

a  fonner  rector  a 

bill,  which  had  On  the  Other  hand,  though  the  luunes  of  several  cpunsef 
aaoM  defence,  *  ^ete  mentioned,  that  any  evidence  was  read  at  the  hear- 
wat  dUmined  y^gi  rf}^^  object  of  obtaining  the  briefs  was  to  find  out 
of  coHuiion        under  what  circumstances  that  bill  was  so  dismissed. 

between  tho 
parties. 

chi^lhedefen-  ^'*  ^^^^9  c^d  ^>^«  Loumdes^  for  the  motion. — 
daat  was  not      There  is  season  :  to  believe  that  in  the  suit  of  Jenkins 

bound  to  pro-  »»  i  i  #« 

duoe  certain  T.  Blatct  uie  plaintiff  examined  several  witnesses  who 
tMenyntntedby  Completely  disproved  the  defence  there  set  up,  which 

ol^thelk^ufor  ^^  ^^  **™®  *■  *^®  present.  Why  the  evidence  in 
which  the  uthet  that  cuse  was  3iot  read,  does  not  appear;  but  if,  as 
^TphUnUffis  suggested  by  the  bill,  the  rectors  were  in  the  habit  of 
^  M^oirti^  giving  resignatk>n  bonds,,  that  circumstance  would  ope- 
of  documents     -^g^   to    proreiit  them  from  enforcing  thdr  demands. 

which  cannor,  "         «  i        •  ••  i      ■     i 

from  their  na-  The  briels  •  might  throw  considerable  light  upon  these 
oThis  Uti^,  *"^  matters.  [The  Lard  Chief  Baron. — ^What  use  could  you 
mT^m^ach  D"^®  ^^  *  "'"^f  "*  evidence  !]  The  observations  pn  a  brief 
that  of  the        are  the  statements  of  the  party  who  delivers  the  brief; 

they  are  bis  declarations.  Suppose  a  defendant  in  a  tithe 
suit  to  have  declared  that  he  held  the  tithes  upon  lease, 
but  that  he  was  anxious  that  the  lease  should  assume  the 
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•ppterante  of  a  modus ;  that  decktnilion  would  be  ^videnoe  18361^ 
agqiiMii  hinu  Suppo8e»  again,  instead  of  making  a  dedar 
latiooi  be  bad  gifen.  tnatructiona  to  counsel  for  di'airiiig 
hk  answer  to  that  effect,  and  tbe  answer  had  been  filed  j;  iWATw^MMib 
would  not  that  be  evidence  against  him?  [The hard  CUrf 
JBaron.— rlnstructions  to  counsel  to  consent  .wpuld  beievi^ 
dence  to  shew  how  it  happened  that  a  cause  had  been  89 
disposed  off  and  so  far  they  would  be  e?idence  against  hin^ 
I  doubtf  however,  whether  any  other,  instructions  would 
bet  evidence  against.him*  They  are  drawn  up  by  his  attorn 
ney.  According  to  some  recent  decisions,  cases;  stated  for 
the.  cqiinion  of  counsel  may  be  ordered  to  be:  produced 
IbK  tbe  inspection  of.  the  opposite  party.  But  I  doi^ 
tbe  authority  of  those  decisions.  In.  the  older  cases  on 
this  sulgect,  the  party  seeking  the  production  of  suck 
statements  had  a  direct  interest  in  them.]  A  case  stated 
tor  the  opinion  of  counsel  may  lead  the  party  to  the  sources 
of  evidence.  Though  not  itself  evidence,  it  may  be  valu- 
able for  the  purposes. of  discovery*  [The.Zkwd  Chirf 
jBffroM.— Then  you  are  not  at  liberty  to  ask  for  your  op- 
ponent*8  title  deeds,  hot  you  are  at  liberty  to.  ask  for  the 
case  which  may  disclose  his  whole  title.  I  am  aware  that 
a  case  baa  been,  sometimes  ordered  to  be  produced  without 
the  counsel's  opinion ;  as  if  that  made  any  difl&rence.  Is 
there  any  principle  in  that?  In  the  recent  case  of  Bolion 
V.  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (a),  it  was  decided  by  the 
Vice-Chancellor  that  two  cases  laid  before  counsel  many 
years  since,  by  tbe  town  clerk  of  the  corporation,  .might  be 
produced  for  the  inspection  of  the  plaii^iff.  I .  had  an 
opportunity  of  investigating  the  authorities  on; which  that 
was  made,  and  I.  found  that  they  were  all  cases 


(a)   Heard  before   the  Vice-  Brougham,  on  the  29th  of  August, 

QuHioellor  oa  demurrer,  24th  of  1831,  when  his  Lordship  affimed 

May,  1831,  when  the  demurrer  the   Vice-Chancellor's    decision, 

was  overruled.     The  defendants  The  case  upon  demurrer  is  not 

appealed  from  this  decision,  and  reported, 
the  case  was  heard  before  Lord  ^ 
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in  which  the  party  seeking  the  production  had  a  direct 
interest  in  the  documents  sought  for.  I  recommended  an 
appeal  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  was  struck  with  the 
reasons  for  the  appeal,  but  thought  himself  bound  by  the 
authorities  to  confirm  the  Vice-Chancellor's  decision.  I 
cannot  see,  however,  how  these  cases  could,  under  the 
circumstances,  be  evidence  against  the  corporation.]  At 
all  events,  if  the  plaintifi^is  entitled  to  the  cases,  he  is.en- 
titled  to  the  briefs.  In  the  case  mentioned  by  your  Lord- 
ship, Lord  Brougham  considered  a  case  and  a  brief  in  the 
same  light.  Now  here,  one  or  two  cases  have  been  pro- 
duced by  the  defendant,  in  which  the  case  of  Jenkins  v. 
Blake  is  adverted  to,  and  it  is  stated  that  no  evidence 
was  given  by  the  plaintiff.  The  fact  is,  however,  that  the 
plaintiff^  examined  eight  witnesses.  It  may  be  material, 
therefore,  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  party  must 
have  known  the  statement  to  be  false,  and  that  it  was 
made  for  fraudulent  purposes.  An  order  might  be  made 
for  the  production  of  the  briefs  with  the  exclusion  of  par- 
ticular parts.  As  to  the  leases,  they  are  not  amongst  the 
deeds  excluded  by  the  order,  not  being  title  deeds  affect- 
ing the  inheritance  in  the  lands  and  tithes.  It  appears  in 
some  of  the  early  leases,  that  the  tithes  were  not  leased 
with  the  lands ;  and  it  is  material  to  the  plaintiff  to  see 
how  the  variation  in  that  respect  arose. 


Mr.  Swansion^  and  Mr.  Purvis^  contrd. — ^There  is  no 
case  in  which  the  production  of  briefs  has  been  ordered 
by  a  Court  of  equity  under  circumstances  Hke  the  present. 
Upon  what  principle  does  the  plaintiff  apply  for  their 
production  ?  On  the  sole  ground  that  they  may  be  evi- 
dence in  his  favour:  but  that  alone  is  not  a  sufficient 
reason  for  their  production.  If  the  bill  in  Jenkins  v.  Blake 
had  been  dismissed  by  consent,  it  would  have  so  appeared 
by  the  decree.  If  it  was  nQt  dismissed  by  consent,  (and 
by  the  form  of  the  decree  it  may  be  inferred  that  it  was 
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not),  the  briefs  in  question  cannot  be  admitted  in  evidence        1836. 
to  contradict  the  record.    [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — Sup-      ^hioht 
pose  a  decree  made  many  years  ago,  apparently  not  by  con-  v. 

sent ;  might  not  living  witnesses  be  called  to  prove  that  the  watskford. 
decree  was  collusive,  and  that  the  cause  was  never  heard  ? 
I  remember  a  case  in  which  a  decree  made  a  hundred 
years  ago,  was  proved  to  have  been  collusive.    The  sug- 
gestion here  is,  that  a  succession  of  payments  of  40/.  have 
been  obtained  by  a  succession  of  collusive  acts  between 
the  patron  and  the  rector,  and  that  statements  have  found 
their  way  into  a  Court  of  equity  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
colour  to  the  patron's  right.      Now,  if  the  plaintiff  could 
shew  that  one  mode  of  attempting  to  establish  that  right 
was  to  file  a  bill  and  get  it  dismissed,  as  if  upon  the  merits, 
would  not  that  be  evidence  to  shew  a  systematic  plan  of 
accumulating  evidence  for  that  purpose  ?]     The  records 
must  speak  for  themselves.     There  is  no  suggestion  in  the 
bill  that  any  fraud  was  practised  upon  the  Court  in  this 
case.     In  a  case  like  that  of  the  Duchess  of  Kingston  (a), 
evidence  might  well  be  admitted  to  shew  that  the  judg- 
ment of  a  Court  had  been  obtained  collusively,  but  not 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  bill  makes  no  charge, 
and  the  parties  give  no  evidence  whatever  of  fraud  in  ob- 
taining the  decree.     If  there  be  no  ground  for  such  a  sug- 
gestion, is  a  note  on  the  brief  of  coimsel  to  be  admitted  to 
impeach  the  record?  The  observations  of  Lord  froa^Aaira, 
in  Bolton  v.  Corporation  ofLiverpool,  are  peculiarly  appli- 
cable to  this  case.     ''  The  plaintiff,"  says  his  Lordship, 
''  does  not  claim  any  thing  positively  or  affirmatively  under 
the  documents  in  question.       He  only  defends  himself 
against  the  claims  of  the  corporation,  and  suggests  that 
the  documents  evidencing  their  title  may  aid  his  defence. 
How  ?     By  proving  his  title,  he  says.     But  how  can  these 
documents  prove  his  title  ?     Only  by  disclosing  some  de* 

(a)  20  How.  St  Tr.  358. 
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feet  in  the  corporation."  In  a  subsequent  part  of  his 
judgment  he  treats  the  production  of  a  brief  as  a  propo- 
sition too  absurd  to  be  thought  of ;  and  observes,  that  if 
such  a  practice  was  allowed,  no  man  would  be  safe.  In 
the  present  case,  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  presume  that 
the  briefs  contain  evidence  that  the  decree  in  a  certain 
cause  was  obtained  by  fraud.  Having  made  that  pre- 
sumption, the  Court  is  to  frame  an  order  under  which  that 
may  be  proved  to  be  true,  which  has  been  already  pre- 
sumed to  be  true.  Why  should  the  Court  make  any  such 
presumption  ?  Besides,  the  production  of  documents  of 
this  nature  leads  to  this  result — that  although  what  a 
client  states  to  his  solicitor  cannot  be  used  in  evidence 
against  him,  yet,  if  the  solicitor  take  the  statement  in  short 
hand,  and  copy  it  out  and  lay  it  before  counsel,  it  will  in 
that  shape  be  evidence  against  the  client 

With  respect  to  the  leases,  the  production  of  them,  if  it 
assisted  the  plaintiff  at  all,  could  only  do  so  by  means  of 
impeaching  the  defendant's  title.  We  do  not  dispute  that 
a  plaintiff  in  a  Court  of  equity  is  generally  entitled  to  a 
discovery  of  documents  which  aid  his  title  ;  but  there  are 
several  exceptions  to  the  rule.  One  exception  your  Lord- 
ship has  already  acted  upon,  in  not  allowing  the  produc- 
tion of  the  defendant's  title  deeds.  Another  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  right  to  call  on  the  defendant  to  give  any 
evidence  of  his  title  for  the  mere  purpose  of  impeaching  it. 
Now,  the  sole  object  of  the  plaintiff  in  calling  for  these 
leases  must  be  to  impeach  the  title  of  the  Marquess  as 
lessor.  Besides,  leases  are  muniments  and  evidences  of 
title.  Suppose  the  property  had  descended  from  heir  to 
heir  for  a*  long  series  of  years,  the  leases  would  be  evidence 
of  the  possession  and  freehold.  It  is  said  they  do  not 
convey  the*  freehold,  and  therefore  are  not  within  the  ex- 
ception to  the  order ;  but  that  argument  would  apply  to  a 
lease  for  a  year. 
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Mr.  Boieler,  in  reply. — Instructions  given  to  counsel  are 
not  in  the  nature  of  confidential  communications.  Be- 
ndesi  tUe  notes  of  counsel  on  the  briefs,  though  not  in 
themselves  evidence,  may  lead  to  the  production  of  most 
material  evidence.  The  notes  of  counsel  are  not  confi* 
dential.  This  is  altogether  a  new  species  of  case.  Such 
a  series  of  collusion  as  the  bill  suggests  is  seldom  offered 
to  the  consideration  of  a  Court.  The  decree  in  Jenkins  v. 
Blake,  as  it  stands,  is  not  in  the  usual  form,  and  on  the 
&ce  of  it  leads  to  a  suspicion  that  no  evidence  was  read  at 
the  bearing  of  that  cause.  The  leases  do  not  concern  the 
title,  but  only  shew  how  the  persons  in  possession  dealt 
with  the  land. 


1836. 
Knight 

V, 

Marquess  of 
Watsrpord. 


The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — When  this  case  was  first 
before  me,  I  was  not  insensible  to  the  argument  that  the 
title  of  the  rector  to  tithes  was  simply  his  possession  of 
the  rectory,  and.  that  he  had  no  occasion  to  seek  any  other 
evidence  of  title,  and  that  the  onus  of  proving  that  he 
bad  no  title  rested  on  the  defendant  But  it  appeared  to 
me  that  the  defendant,  who  claimed  the  tithes  in  this  case, 
being  the  patron,  probably  could  claim  them  under  the 
rector  only,  and  therefore  might  have  documents  in  his 
possession  forming  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  rector's 
title;  and,  as  far  as  the  plaintiff's  motion  extended  to  such 
evidence,  I  thought  it  only  reasonable  that  he  should  have 
it,  but  that  I  should  protect  the  defendant  from  producing 
the  evidence  of  any  title  paramount  to  that  which  the  rec- 
tor might  claim.  Now,  it  seems  from  certain  cases  that 
have  been  already  produced,  that  proceedings  have  taken 
place,  more  than  a  century  since,  between  the  rector  and 
the  patron,  in  respect  of  these  tithes,  and  the  plaintiff  now 
calls  upon  me  to  make  a  further  order  for  the  production 
of  the  briefs  in  a  cause  which  was  either  consented  to  or 
adjudicated  in  this  matter  more  than  a  hundred  years  ago, 
and  also  for  the  leases  which  have  been  granted  by  the 
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defendant  and  those  under  whom  he  claims,  to  the  occu- 
piers and  tenants  of  the  property  for  which  the  tithes  are 
sought.  Now,  no  case  has  been  cited  where  a  party  has 
been  held  to  be  bound  to  produce  a  brief  upon  a  bill  of 
discovery  filed  against  him.  It  is  dangerous  to  lay  down 
a  universal  rule  upon  the  subject.  I  can  imagine  a  case 
where  it  might  be  necessary  to  order  the  production  of  a 
brief,  but  it  must  be  a  strong  case.  What  has  been  stated 
for  the  plaintiff  furnishes  evidence  sufficient  to  dispose  of 
the  decree,  to  which  allusion  has  been  made,  without  or- 
dering the  production  of  the  briefs  in  that  cause ;  and  I 
think  that  the  argument  which  has  been  urged  on  the 
other  side  is  just,  namely,  that  I  am  necessarily  called  upon 
to  presume  collusion,  in  order  to  allow  of  their  production. 
If  a  brief  could  be  made  evidence  in  support  of  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  that  might  be  a  ground  for  its  production ;  but 
it  cannot  be  used  as  evidence.  I  can  see  nothing  of  this 
sort  which  can  be  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  it  were 
instructions  to  counsel  on  the  back  of  the  brief,  to  con- 
sent. I  do  not  see  that  I  can  carry  it  further  than  that; 
and  I  shall  not  make  a  precedent  for  so  doing.  Even  the 
cases  in  which  consent  briefs  have  been  produced  have 
been  considered  as  of  doubtful  authority. 

Then  as  to  the  leases,  they  are  undoubtedly  evidence  of 
the  defendant's  title.  I  do  not  see  what  use  the  plaintiff 
could  make  of  them.  All  he  could  do  would  be  to  throw 
a  doubt  on  the  defendant's  title.  To  shew  in  what  way 
the  patrons  have  granted  those  leases  is  not  material  to 
the  plaintiff's  case.  I  think,  therefore,  that  I  cannot  com- 
ply with  this  application.  The  plaintiff  has  already  had 
quite  as  much  assistance  as  he  ought  to  have. 


Motion  refused. 
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After  the  preceding  motion  had  been  disposed  of,         1836. 
some  further  deeds  and  papers  were  discovered  by  the       ^ 
agent  of  Lord  Waterford ;  upon  which  his  Lordship,  hav-  v. 

ing  obtained  an  order  for  that  purpose,  filed  his  supple-  wat£rford. 
mental  answer,  with  two  schedules  annexed,  setting  forth       J^iy  uu 

a  list  of  all  the  documents  in  the  defendant's  custody,  ^aaes  stated  for 

^  the  opinion  of 

Some  of  these  had  been  already  produced,  the  others  the  counsel,  whether 

defendant  objected  to  produce.     Amongst  the  latter  do-  made  with  re- 

cuments  were  the  following;  namely,  certain  letters  stated  contempUdon, 

m  the  schedule  to  be  confidential,  and  apparently  written  ^^^  existing 

,.,  oi  .1  •*"'  ®'  action, 

by  soucitors  to  their  clients,  owners  of  the  manor,  m  rela-  are  not  evidence 

tion  to  former  suits  for  tithes  within  the  manor  of  Ford  ;  ^^^  JhoM 

court-rolls  for  the  manor  of  Ford  during  the  vear  1658,  *>«^  they  are 

®  •'  '  stated,  or  whose 

and  several  succeeding  years ;  maps,  described  as  seven-  interesu  they 

teen  old  maps  or  plans,  and  surveys  of  several  parts  of  the  if  they  tend  to ' 

Ford  estate,  and  a  modern  map  of  the  Ford  estate ;  and  pa^Vue^he 

the  answer  of  J.  H.  Delaval,   formerly  a  lord  of  the  "noicompeUa- 

''  ble  by  suit  in 

manor,  to  a  bill  in  Chancery,  brought  by  Greorge  Marsh,  equity  to  pro- 

I     «  duce  them. 
Cw«.  Confidential 

letters  between 

mirnt  juj-^-  «  i/*i  solicitor  and 

Air.  Boieler^  and  Mr.  Loumdes,  now  moved  for  the  pro-  client  are dmi- 

duction  of  the  documents  above  specified,  observing  that  *'^JpSn^n!m 

the  question  as  to  the  confidential  letters  must  be  put  upon  ^yj^^^^'for 

^  "^  *^  tithes  against  a 

the  same  footing  as  that  of  cases  submitted  for  the  opinion  lord  of  a  manor 

of  counsel.     Upon  that  point  they  cited  RadcUffe  v.  Furs^  tithes  within 

man  {a\  Preston  Y.  Cart  {b\  Beresfordw.  Newton  {c\  tmd  '^^ZZm^l 

Bolion  V.  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (d) ;  and  observed,  that  ^  ^I^^^\y* 

in  the  latter  case  Sir  L.  Shadtoett,  and  afterwards  Lord  maps  of  the 

Brougham,  had  taken  a  distinction  between  old  and  new  ^be oourtroiu, 

cases,   and  that  the  same  distinction   was  admitted  in  ^^^^^^JT 

'  late  to  the  titJe 

of  his  own  lands 
within  the  manor. 
An  answer  to  a  former  bill  for  the  same  matter,  though  not  filed,  is  to  be  deemed  a  public  docu- 
ment, unless  the  contrary  be  shewn  ;  if,  therefore,  it  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title  in  an  existing 
suit,  the  defendant,  in  whose  custody  it  is,  will  be  ordered  to  produce  it,  unless  he  can  swear  that 
it  was  not  intended  to  be  used  as  an  answer. 

(a)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  514.  Toml.  Ed.  (6)  1  Y.  &  J.  175. 

(c)  1  Younge,  377.  (d)  3  Sim.  467  i  1  M.  &  K.  88. 


38 


EQUITY  CASES  III  THE 


1836. 

KlflOHT 
«. 

Marquetsof 
Watirford. 


Hughes  w.  Biddtdph  (a),  Vent  v.  Pacy  {b\  Garland  v. 
Scott  (c).  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— I  do  not  think  it 
material  whether  such  communications  relate  to  a  cause 
now  in  progress,  or  to  matters  which  took  place  on  former 
occasions.  In  Bolton  ▼.  Corporation  of  Liverpool,  Lord 
Brougham  was,  I  believe,  of  that  opinion,  but  thought 
himself  bound  by  the  authorities  to  adhere  to  the  dis- 
tinction.] 


Mr.  Swanstonf  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  eonirh,  objected  to 
the  production  of  the  letters,  and  cited  BUgh  ▼•  Ber^ 
son  (d),  Wilson  v.  Foster  (^),  Purcell  ▼.  Macnamara  (/)f 
Greenough  v.  Gaskell  (g),  Richards  v.  Jackson  (A), 
Aldridge  v,  Heathcote  (t).  They  also  cited  and  com- 
mented upon  Lord  Broughams  judgment  in  BoUon  ▼• 
Corporation  of  Liverpool^  observing,  that  although  his 
lordship  adhered  to  the  distinction  which  bad  been  drawn 
by  the  Court  below  between  old  and  new  cases  submitted 
to  counsel,  yet  his  reasoning  was  applicable  to  both  sorts 
of  cases ;  that  in  fact  the  distinction  was  quite  arbitrary, 
and  disclosures  equally  dangerous  might  be  made  in  one 
case  as  in  the  other.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — Some  years 
ago  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool  brought  an  action  against 
a  freeman  of  the  city  of  London  to  recover  certain  toll 
dues.  The  case,  which  was  a  very  important  one,  was  tried 
at  bar.  At  that  time  the  Corporation  of  Liverpool  had  a 
town  clerk  of  the  name  of  Brown,  who  had  a  high  notion 
of  the  antiquity  of  that  corporation,  and  also  of  his  own 
learning,  and  upon  that  occasion  he  laid  a  case  before 
counsel,  stating  that  the  town  dues  existed  by  prescrip- 
tion.   The  Corporation  of  Liverpool  succeeded  in  their 


(a)  4  Ross.  190. 

(6)  Id.  193. 

(c)  3  Sim.  396. 

(rf)  7  Price,  206. 

(e)  1  M'QeL  &  Y.  274. 


(/)  Wigram  on  Discovery,  209. 
fer)  IM.&K.  98. 
(A)  J8  Ve8.472. 
(t;    1  Madd.  236. 
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action,  but  in  point  of  fact  it  was  not  their  title urbioh  was 
tried,  but  the  right  of  the  freemeti  of  London  to  resist  the 
pajBient.  Afterwards,  when  the  corporation  brooght 
their  action  against  Bolton,  he  having  obtained  some  no- 
tice of  this  and  another  case  of  a  like  nature,  filed  his  bill 
for  the  purposes  of  getting  a  discovery  of  those  cases,  his 
object  being  to  shew  the  inconsistency  of  the  corporation 
in  claiming  their  tolls  on  each  occasionin  diffisrent  rights. 
The  Vice-chancellor  decided  that  those  cases  might  be 
produced.  The  defendants,  by  my  advice,  appealed  from 
that  decision  to  Lord  Brougham^  but  he  dismissed  the  ap- 
peal (a).  I  own  I  think  that  case  went  too  far.  Commu- 
nications of  that  nature  are  strictly  privileged.  You  are 
aware  that  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  the  'same  privilege 
which  a  client  had  as  to  confidential  communications  with 
his  sdicitor,  extended  also  to  a  conveyancer,  in  regard  to 
title  deeds.  That  opinion  was  brought  into  question  be- 
fore Lord  Tenierden^  who,  on  one  or  two  occasions,  did 
not  regard  it,  but  latterly  thought  it  was  right*]  The 
counsel  for  the  defendant  then  contended,  that  the  other 
documents  sought  for  ought  not  to  be  produced :  the 
conrt^rolls,  because  they  formed  part  of  the  defendant's 
title,  and  if  they  could  in  any  way  evidence  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff,  it  ought  to  have  been  so  charged  in  the  bill ; 
the  maps,  because  they  were  protected  from  production 
by  the  terms  of  the  order ;  and  the  answer,  because  it  was 
a  private  document,  which  had  not  been  filed,  or  even 
signed.  They  also  said,  that  it  was  not  sufficient  for  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  documents  related  to  the  matters 
in  the  bill,  without  shewing  also  that  they  related  to  the 
plaintiff's  title :  Chapman  v.  Severn  (6). 


1836. 
Kmioht 

9. 

Marqaen  of 
.Watbrford. 


Mr.  BoieleTf  in  reply. — If  a  plaintiff  calls  for  the  pro- 
duction of  a  title  deed,  he  must  shew  that  it  relates  to 


(a)  See  ante,  p.  31,  note  (a). 


(6)  Not  yet  reported. 
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1836.  his  6wn  title;  but  a  similar  rule  does  not  apply  to  other 
documents.  The  plaintiff  here  is  entitled  to  the  pro- 
duction of  the  court-rolls  and  rnaps^  on  the  authority  of 
YV^kTiiupoiik  FiriinM  v.  Lowe  (a).  Upon  the  subject  of  the  production 
of  cases  and  confidential  communications^  Stanhope  v. 
Roberts  (i)  is  in  point.  [The  Lord  Chief  BaroH. — 
There,  Roberts  prepared  the  deed  for  both  parties.] 
But  Lord  Hardmcke  in  that  case,  approved  of  the  prior 
decision  by  Lord  King ;  and  Lord  Eldon,  in  Richards 
Y.Jackson,  acted  on  those  authorities.  The  distinction 
between  old  and  new  cases  is  a  sound  one.  If  these  com- 
munications had  been  made  in  contemplation  of  the  pre- 
sent, or  even  of  any  similar  suit,  they  might  have  been 
protected ;  but,  as  it  is,  they  are  not  entitled  to  protection. 
[The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  privilege  of  the  solicitor  is 
the  privilege  of  the  client.  It  would  be  worth  nothing,  if 
you  could  file  a  bill  against  the  client  and  make  him  dis- 
close what  the  solicitor  cannot.] 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  is  disagreeable  to  be 
called  upon  to  review  the  decisions  of  eminent  persons, 
but,  if  I  am  bound  to  give  an  opinion,  I  must  say  that  the 
order  to  produce  confidential  communications  in  respect  to 
matters  of  fact  relating  to  a  party's  title,  have  proceeded 
upon  a  principle  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  extend. 
Many  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  for  the  plaintiff 
do  not  go  the  length  contended  for;  certainly  not  the 
case  in  Vesey,  because  there  both  parties  were  interested 
directly  in  the  motion ;  and,  under  such  circumstances,  that 
case  and  others  have  established  a  precedent  which  we 
cannot  overcome.  As  to  the  decision  of  Lord  Brougham 
and  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  I  should  say,  that  the  state- 
ment for  counsel  which  they  ordered  to  be  produced,  was 
as  much  protected  as  that  which  they  refu^^ed.     What  is 

(tf)  M*aeU.  73.  (6)  2  Atk.  214. 


Knight 

V. 
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the  principle  upon  which  these  cases  depend  ?  The  rea-  |g3^^ 
son  why  Courts,  both  of  law  and  equity,  refuse  the  pro- 
duction of  confidential  communications  is,  not  for  the  ad- 
vantage  of  the  attorney,  but  the  privilege  of  the  client.  A  ^*2;Rfo»L 
man,  inops  cotuilii^  goes  and  states  his  case  to  his  solicitor 
on  the  very  ground  that  it  will  not  be  revealed ;  but  all 
such  confidence  will  be  destroyed,  if  it  be  known  that  a 
statement  of  that  nature  can  be  revealed  at  any  time.  A 
bill  of  discovery  is  in  aid  of  the  plaintiff  in  establishing  hU  * 
title,  even  in  cases  where  it  may  depend  upon  the  defen- 
dant's having  none ;  but  it  is  not  established  that  an  in- 
quiry may  be  made  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  defendant's 
title.  Would  it  be  endured  that  a  bill  should  be  filed  in 
a  Court  of  equity  suggesting  that  a  defendant  had  in  his 
custody  a  deed  Vhich  was  not  duly  stamped,  and'  which 
was,  therefore,  void,  and  ought  to  be  discovered  2  Then, 
if  you  cannot  ask  for  the  defendant's  title  deeds  to  discover 
the  defects  of  his  title,  by  the  same  reasoning  you  cannot 
ask  him  to  disclose  what  he  has  said  to  his  counsel  or  at- 
torney respecting  those  defects.  The  cases  have  been 
pushed  to  a  length  which  the  circumstances  upon  which 
they  were  decided  will  not  justify. 

Let  us  consider  in  their  order  the  several  documents  in 
question. — ^First,  as  to  the  maps :  they  can  be  no  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  title,  but  they  may  possibly  be  evidence 
of  the  extent  of  the  manor,  and  may  therefore  throw 
some  light  on  the  plaintiff's  claims.  They  can  be  no  evi-  . 
dence  to  establish  the  defendant's  right  either  to  the 
manor  or  the  tithes ;  and  therefore  his  saying  that  they 
relate  to  his  title,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff's,  is  not  suffi- 
cient. 

Next,  as  to  the  court-rolls ;  if  they  had  constituted  the 
title  of  the  defendant  to  any  particular  land  which  he  had 
in  the  manor,  then  he  would  not  be  bound  to  produce 
them ;  but  I  consider  them  only  as  a  collection  of  court- 
rolls  which  he  holds  for  the  benefit  of  others.  In  one 
sense,  no  doubt,  they  may  be  evidence  of  his  title ;  but  if 
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you  file  a  bill  of  this  nature  against  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
it  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to  say  I  have  the  court-roUs,  but 
they  are  evidence  of  my  title,  and  therefore  I  will  not  pro- 
duce them,  for  they  do  not  relate,  to  the  defendant  so  as 
to  prejudice  hb  title. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  answer:  that  is  not  a  confi- 
dential communication  ;  it  was  meant  to  be  exhibited  pub* 
licly.  If  the  defendant  had  gone  further,  and  said  it  was 
an  answer  which  he  had  projected,  but  which  he  had 
afterwards  resolved  not  to  make,  that  would  have  been 
another  thing.  But,  I  consider  that  a  bill  relating  to  these 
tithes  had  been  filed,  and  that  this  was  an  answer  to  that 
bill.  The  defendant  himself  states  it  relates  to  the  mat- 
ters contained  in  the  plaintiff's  bill.  That,  therefore,  is 
not  to  be  considered  a  private  document  f  it  was  prepared 
for  the  Court ;  and  unless  it  had  been  shewn  in  evidence 
that  it  had  been  matter  of  doubt  whether  it  should  be- 
come public  or  not,  I  do  not  see  how  he  can  refuse  to  pro- 
duce it. 

Then  as  to  the  letters ;  I  think  Mr.  Boteler  has  gone 
further  in  support  of  the  production  of  those  documents 
than  this  particular  case  required.  They  are  stated  to  be 
confidential  letters  between  client  and  solicitor.  If  they 
had  been  stated  as  relating  to  the  defendant's  title,  I 
should  have  said  they  ought  not  to  be  produced ;  but,  as 
it  is,  it  may  be  a  question  whether  or  no  they  are  not  con- 
fidential letters  relating  to  the  means  by  which  the  rector, 
whether  by  resignation  bonds,  or  otherwise,  was  prevent- 
ed from  claiming  his  title;  in  such  case  they  do  not  relate 
to  the  defendant's  title,  but  to  the  plaintifl*'s.  I  shall  order 
their  production,  saving  as  they  relate  to  the  defendant's 
title  as  communicated  to  his  solicitors.  These,  I  think, 
he  is  not  bound  to  produce. 


Motion  granted  as  to  the  court-rolls,  maps, 
answer,  and  (so  Umited)  as  to  the  letters. 
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Hayward  0.  Constable  and  Another.  Feb.  26tA. 

James  ROBINSON,  by  bis  win,  dated  ^7th  August,  Where  a  decree 
183^9  bequeatbed  various  legacies  and  annuities,  amongst  tained  in  Cban- 
wbich  was  an  annuity  of  901  to  the  plaintiflF.  Mary  Hay-  ^/i^^li^i^ 
ward;  and  he  appointed  the  defendants  his  executors,  tradon  of  a  tes- 

,  .  tator's  aisetSf  a 

Upon  the  testator's  decease,  which  took  place  in  183S,  bill  previously 
probate  of  this  will  was  litigated  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  coort^byiui 
and  an  appeal  was  made  to  the  Privy  Council :  but  the  wnMit«»t 

^^  ^  under  the  will 

will  waa  ultimately  established,  and  probate  granted  to  the  against  the  exe* 

defendants  in  June,  1835.     On  the£nd  February,  1836,  miss^rimdas 

the  plaintiff  filed  the  present  bill  against  the  executors,  ^^  J^^n  ' 

charging  that  they  had  admitted  assets  sufficient  to  pay  one  ^^  with  undue 

moiety  of  the  legacies,  and  had  in  December  last  offered  not  allowed  the 

to  pay  her  one-half  her  annuity  in  the  following  January,  ^<^^on  to  suy 

though,  in  fact,  they  had  paid  her  nothing;  and  praying  proceedings, 

although  she 

that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  testators  assets,  was  allowed  her 
that  the  annuity  might  be  secured  for  her  benefit,  and  the  iime  of^notice 
arrears  paid.  ^  ^«  **«**•• 

On  the  same  day  on  which  this  bill  was  filed,  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitors  wrote  to  the  defendants'  solicitors,  stating 
that  they  had  instructions  to  file  the  bill,  and  requesting 
them  to  appear  and  accept  subpoena.  An  answer  was  re« 
turned  on  the  following  day,  stating  that  the  defendants* 
solicitors  had  written  to  their  clients,  and  the  moment  they 
received  their  reply,  they  would  write  again  to  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitors.  On  the  11th  February,  they  wrote  again 
to  the  plaintiffs'  solicitors,  stating  that  the  plaintiff's  suit 
waa  unnecessary,  as  the  residuary  legatees  had  already 
filed  a  bill  in  Chancery  against  the  executors,  to  which  the 
latter  had  put  in  their  answer;  and  that,  as  that  suit  com- 
prehended all  that  was  sought  by  the  plaintiff's  bill,  no 
further  steps  on  her  part  were  necessary. 

It  appeared  that  the  bill  in  Chancery  was  filed  on  the 
8th  February  ;  that  the  answer  of  the  executors  was  filed 


44  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1836.        on  the  11th;  and  that  on  the  12th,  a  decree  was  made  at 
Hatward     ^^^  Rolls  for  a  general  administration  of  the  testator's 
«•  assets. 

CONSTABLB.  .  .  i         i  ii  i.  -        ,  . 

A  motion  was  now  made  that  all  proceedings  m  the  smt 
in  this  Court  might  be  stayed,  in  consequence  of  the  de- 
cree in  Chancery,  the  defendants'  solicitor  stating  upon 
affidavit  that  he  believed  the  plaintiff  well  knew  that  the 
executors  had  been  hindered  from  administering  the  estate 
in  consequence  of  the  litigation  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
she  having  been  a  witness  against  the  will  on  that  occa- 
sion. The  defendant  had  tendered  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  Court  up  to  the  present  motion,  but  that 
offer  had  been  refused. 

The  plaintiff's  solicitor,  in  opposition  to  the  motion, 
swore  to  his  belief  that  the  suit  was  an  amicable  suit, 
and  had  been  instituted  in  consequence  of  the  suit  in  this 
Court. 

Mr.  Barber,  and  Mr.  J.  RusseU^  for  the  motion. — It  is 
laid  down  in  Pott  v.  Gallini  (a),  that,  where  there  is  a  prior 
decree,  and  a  second  suit  for  the  same  accounts  and  no  fur- 
ther relief  than  can  be  had  before  the  Master  in  the  first  suit, 
the  proper  course  is  to  move  that  the  proceedings  in  the  se- 
cond suit  may  be  stayed,  and  that  the  plaintiff  may  go  be- 
fore the  Master  in  the  first  suit.  Now,  here,  a  decree  has 
been  obtained  by  the  executors  sufficiently  comprehensive 
to  give  the  plaintiff  that  relief  which  she  requires.  The 
circumstance  that  her  suit  was  instituted  first,  is  immate- 
rial ;  nor  is  it  material  that  the  suit  in  Chancery  was  insti- 
tuted at  the  instance  of  the  defendaiits.  It  is  every  day's 
practice  for  executors  to  file  a  bill  to  restrain  harrass- 
ing  actions,  and  the  same  principle  applies  here.  There 
is  no  suggestion  that  the  executors  were  guilty  of  neg- 
lect. Besides,  the  Court  will  not  stop  the  suit  of  resi- 
duary legatee  at  the  instance  of  another  legatee.     Many 

(a)  1  S.  &  S.  209. 
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Bore  inquiries  will  be  made  in  that  suit  than  in  this.  Costs         1836. 
ef  the  proceedings  here  have  been  tendered  up  to  the  pre-      «    w  r 
sent  time ;  in  a  common  case  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  *• 

.1  1       •  «•        •         <•  I       <■  Constable. 

right  to  costs  up  to  the  tmie  of  notice  of  the  decree. 

Mr.  6.  Richards^  and  Mr.  Wood,  eontrd. — ^The  plaintiff 
has  an  advantage  in  this  suit  which  she  would  not  have  in 
the  suit  in  Chancery.  Generally  speaking,  a  decree  operates 
as  a  judgment  for  all  persons  who  have  a  benefit  under  the 
wilL  But,  here,  the  plaintiff  stands  much  in  the  same 
situation  as  a  creditor  at  law  who  has  obtained  judgment 
de  bams  propriis  against  the  executor,  in  which  case  a 
Court  of  equity  will  not  restrain  execution :  Terrewest  v. 
Featherby  {a).  The  plaintiff  has  filed  her  bill,  to  which 
the  defendants  have  put  in  an  answer,  admitting  assets 
sufficient  to  pay  a  moiety  of  the  legacies  and  annuity.  She 
has  a  right,  therefore,  to  move  that  the  money  be  brought 
into  Court,  and  that  the  fund  be  set  apart  to  meet  her  an- 
nuity. She  prays  that  relief  by  her  biU.  Besides,  the  de- 
cree in  Chancery  has  been  obtained  by  a  mere  manoeuvre, 
the  defendants*  solicitors  representing  that  the  moment 
tiiey  heard  from  their  clients  they  would  write  again. 
They,  however,  purposely  delayed  writing,  and  in  the  in- 
terim filed  their  bill.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  assume 
that  they  filed  their  bill  in  consequence  of  your  notice  that 
you  had  instructions  to  file  yours ;  but  is  it  not  reasonable 
for  an  executor,  if  he  finds  himself  sued  by  a  creditor  or 
legatee  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  file  a  bill  to  bring  the 
whole  matter  before  the  Court?]  If  the  plaintiff  cannot 
sustain  this  suit,  she  is,  at  all  events,  entitled  to  her  costs 
up  to  the  time  when  she  had  notice  of  the  decree :  Jaek^ 
jon-v.  Leaf  (6) ;  and  also,  under  the  circumstances,  to  the 
costs  of  this  application. 

Mr.  Barber ,  in  reply. 

(a)  2  Mcr.  480.  (6)  IJ.  &  W.  229. 
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1836.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — If  the  defendants  are  willing 

Hayward      ^  P*y  *  moiety  of  the  arrears,  I  shall  dispose  of  the  bill 
V.  at  once.     If  they  are  not  willing  to  do  that,  I  shall  only 

stay  the  proceedings.  [It  was  here  stated  that  the  defen- 
dants would  pay  the  arrears.]  The  probate  of  this  will 
was  only  established  in  June  last,  until  which  time  the 
executors  could  do  nothing.  The  plaintiff  certainly  filed 
her  bill  with  sufficient  despatch.  She  could  have  no  rea- 
sonable doubt  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  executors,  and 
therefore  it  w^  rather  a  harsh  measure  to  commence  tbb 
preceeding.  Ndther  am  I  prepared  to  condemn  the  exe- 
cutors for  filing  their  bill  in  Chancery.  My  opinion  is, 
that,  upon  payment  of  a  moiety  of  the  arrears  of  the  an- 
nuity, the  bill  must  be  dismissed*  I  think  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  but  not  to  the  costs  of  this 
application. 

Order  accordingly. 


Feb.  2nd,  3rd,  LovELL  V.  HicKS  and  Others. 

June  20ih.       ^^ 

Agreement  for  Jt-  H^  defendants  being  joint  owners  of  a  patent  for  ''An 
tbepnrchate of^  ®^^"^™^*'  apparatus  or  machine  to  be  applied  to  the  pro- 
fits of  a  patent,    cess  of  baking  for  the  purpose  of  saving  materials,**  entered 

which  turned        .  .  i     i         i   •     •/*»r        i  i  t  .  « 

out  to  be  a  mere  luto  an  agreement  with  the  plaintitt  for  the  sale  to  him  of  a 
u  htWng\M>en  Mcence  to  use  the  patent  within  a  limited  range  in  the  neigh- 
obtained  hy        bourhood  of  Birmingham.     The  plaintiff,  who  had  paid 

firaud  and  m  .8* 

represention,  SOOOL  Under  this  agreement,  now  brought  his  bill  to  have  it 
the  pursue ^  ^^^  aside  for  fraud,  alleging  that  the  defendant  Hicks  had 
"®"*y?J  ***d  represented  to  him,  that,  by  means  of  this  apparatus,  bread 
the  agreement  might  be  baked  in  the  ordinary  manner  so  as  to  save  the 
repaid.  spirit,  and  realize  a  large  profit ;  that  to  give  colour  to  these 

joiS^tmcn*of  representations  Hicks  had  made  various  experiments  be- 

«  patent  are 

«niwezBble  for 

lofief  occaiiooed  by  their  oo-advoDtaren,  only  to  the  extent  of  thdr  retpectiTe  shares. 
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fore  the  plaintifT  and  others,  which  appeared  to  produce  1836. 
that  result;  that  on  the  faith  of  these  representations 
and  experiments  the  plaintiff  had  entered  into  the  agree- 
ment in  question,  but  that  he  had  since  found  that  the 
apparatus  effected  no  saving  in  bread  baked  in  the  ordi- 
nary manner,  and  that,  in  the  experiments  which  had  been 
madCf  Hicks  had  fraudulently,  and  unknown  to  the  plain- 
tiff»  introduced  a  particular  sort  of  ferment^  and  likewise 
spirits,  by  which  means  he  had  apparently  succeeded  in 
the  undertaking,  but  had  in  fact  grossly  deceived  the 
plaintiffi  The  bill  charged  the  other  defendants  with  being 
participators  in  the  fraud. 

The  evidence  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case  is  fully 
detailed  and  commented  upon  in  the  judgment 

Mr.  Kmghty  Mr.  Ching,  and  Mr.  Bluni,  for  the  plaintiff, 
in  the  course  of  a  long  argumenti  which  was  chiefly  ad- 
dressed to  the  facts  of  the  case,  referred  to  Small  ▼•  Alt'  * 
9Dood(d)f  and  the  cases  there  cited ;  and  contended,  on  the 
authority  of  Colt  v.  Wollaslon  (6),  and  Blain  v.  Agar  (c), 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  shew  that  Hicks  had  been 
guilty  of  direct  misrepresentation  ;  for  that,  if  it  could  be 
proved  that  he  had  merely  gulled  the  plaintiff,  it  was  suffi- 
cient to  enable  the  Court  to  set  aside  the  agreement.  They 
also  contended  that  the  other  defendants  were  answerable 
for  the  fraud  of  Hicks,  as  their  agent  or  co-partner. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Heaihfield,  for  the  defendant 
Hicks,  and  another  defendant. — It  cannot,  perhaps,  be 
said,  that  a  bill  to  recover  mpney  merely  on  the  ground 
that  the  party  paying  the  money  was  deluded,  will  not  lie 
in  a  Court  of  equity.  But,  with  the  exception  of  Blain  v. 
AgoTf  there  has  been  no  case  since  that  of  Coll  v.  Wollas* 
Urn  in  which  the  general  proposition  has  been  laid  down, 

(a)  1  Youngc,  416, 460.  (6)  2  P.  W.  164. 

(c)  2  Sim.  289. 
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1836.  that,  because  a  fraud  has  been  practised,  therefore  a  party 
can  come  into  equity  bringing,  as  it  were,  an  acdon  of  de- 
ceit. Suppose  a  horse-dealer  uses  an  art  to  conceal  a 
defect — will  a  bill  lie  ?  To  bring  a  case  of  this  kind  into 
a  Court  of  equity,*  the  circumstances  of  concealment  must 
be  such  as  will  afford  ground  for  equitable  relief.  For  in- 
stance, when  an  estate  has  been  conveyed  away  under  cir- 
cumstances of  fraud,  you  cannot  recover  it  at  law,  but  must 
come  into  equity.  Small  v.  Attwood'waa  a  very  complicated 
case,  and  is  no  authority  on  this  occasion.  Attwood  had 
sold  an  estate  to  the  iron  company,  on  the  representation 
that  he  was  making  iron  at  a  certain  cost.  He  had  sup- 
pressed certain  stock-papers  which  would  have  shewn  the 
truth.  Beyond  that,  he  had  put  the  company  into  pos- 
session ;  and  a  long  time  elapsed,  namely,  from  November 
to  June,  during  which  they  were  working  as  Attwood's 
agents.  That,  therefore,  was  a  case  of  account,  and  of 
complicated  circumstances,  and  on  that  ground  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  As  to  Blain  v.  Agar^  it  is  a  case 
which  cannot  be  supported  upon  any  principle,  unless 
upon  this — that  it  was  a  suit  calculated  to  dispose  of  one 
general  right  applicable  to  many  cases,  and  to  prevent  a 
multiplicity  of  suits.  That  explanation  may  give  it  some 
authority,  but  otherwise  it  goes  the  length -of  establishing 
that  any  one  may  come  into  a  Court  of  equity  for  damages. 
Admitting,  however,  the  authority  of  that  case,  it  is 
optional  with  the  Court  either  to  grant  relief,  or  leave  the 
parties  to  their  action. 

The  present  case  cannot  be  supported  as  one  of  misre- 
presentation. In  the  several  cases  on  that  subject  the 
fraud  complained  of  was,  not  that  the  party  had  given  a 
warranty,  but  that  he  had  stated  or  suppressed  some  fact 
which  would  operate  on  the  mind  of  the  purchaser:  Luney 
V.  Selbyia),  Dobell  ^.  Stevens  {b),  Edwards  y.  M'Leay{c). 

(a)  2  Lord  Raym.  1 118.  (b)  3  B.  &  C.  623 ;  6  D.  &  R.  490. 

(c)  Coop.  308. 
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In  all  those  cases  the  difTerence  between  the  fact  and  the  1836. 
representation  was  the  measure  of  the  damages.  What 
takes  place  afterwards  is  nothing.  In  DobeU  v.  Stevens^ 
suppose  the  trade  had  fallen  off  after  the  sale^  the  vendor 
would  not  have  been  answerable  for  that ;  nor  is  the  de- 
fendant in  this  case  answerable  for  the  failure  of  the  pro- 
ject. Besides,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  by  the  written  con- 
tract. In  Pickering  v.  Dowson  (a),  the  Judges^held^  that 
where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  chattels  is  reduced  into 
writing,  whatever  parol  representations  may  be  made,  the 
writing  alone  binds  the  parties.  The  observations  of  Sir 
ThamoM  Plomer  in  Clowes  v.  Higginson  (6),  tend  the  same 
way.  [Alderson,  B. — There  is  a  clause  in  Lord  Tenter- 
den's  Act(c)  upon  which. some  difference  of  opinion  has 
been  entertained  by  the  Judges,  and  which  seems  to  be 
founded  on  the  same  view  of  the  subject.] 

Lastly,  even  supposing  that  Hicks  made  a  representation 
with  a  fraudulent  intent,  if  the  other  party  upon  finding 
out  the  fraud  did  not  take  immediate  steps  to  have  his 
contract  rescinded,  his  remedy  is  at  an  end :  Campbell  v. 
Fleming  {d),  Dyer  v.  Hargrove  (e).  Here,  there  is  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  stood  by  to  see  how  the 
patent  would  work,  and  finding  that  it  did  not  answer  his 
expectations,  filed  this  bill.  He  did  not  act  solely  on  the 
representations  of  Hicks,  but  made  various  inquiries  on 
the  subject  after  he  had  seen  the  experiments.  It  is  im- 
material, therefore,  what  were  the  views  of  Hicks  if  the 
plaintiff  obtained  such  information  aliunde  as  induced  him 
to  join  in  the  undertaking.  The  case  of  Lisney  v.  Selby 
is  applicable  to  that  point.  In  any  view  of  the  case. 
Hicks  is  not  the  agent  for  the  other  defendants,  so  as  to 
make  them  answerable  for  his  acts  beyond  the  amount  of 

(a)  4  Taunt.  7/9,  786.  101 ;  1  Tyr.  &  G.  260. 

(6)  1  Ves.  &  B.  628.  {d)  1  Adol.  &  Ell.  40. 

(c)  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  8.6.     See  \e)  10Ve8.605. 
Ljfde  ▼.  Barnard^  1  Mees.  &  Wels. 
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1836.  their  respective  shares.  In  that  respect  they  stand  in  a 
situatioix  similar  to  that  of  part-owners  of  ships,  who  are 
not  answerable  for  the  acts  of  each  other  except  in  regard 
to  repairs. 

Mr.  Lynch ^  for  a  defendant  of  the  name  of  Smith ,  con- 
tended, that,  as  his  client  had  received  none  of  the  monies, 
and  had  entered  into  an  agreement  of  which  the  plaintiff 
had  notice,  not  to  be  answerable  for  any  loss,  no  decree 
could  be  had  against  him. 

Mr.  Knighi,  in  reply. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  AUerson,  B.,  observed, 
that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  active  fraud 
in  the  defendant  with  a  view  to  misrepresent ;  and  for  that 
purpose  to  shew  that  the  baking  experiments  made  by 
him  were  false  experiments,  and  effected  by  means  of  an 
extraordinary  ferment. 

June  20ih,  Alderson,  B. — This  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  plaintiff, 
Edward  Bourne  Lovell,  against  the  defendants,  Robert 
Hicks,  Octavius  Henry  Smith,  Ralph  Watson,  and  Wil- 
liam Todd,  praying  that  the  agreement  made  the  3rd  of 
March,  1832,  may  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  misrepre- 
sentation and  fraud,  and  may  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled ;  and  that  the  defendants  may  be  directed  to  repay 
to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  3000/.  received  by  them,  with 
interest,  and  may  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  bring- 
ing any  action  to  recover  the  remainder  of  the  money, 
2000/.,  due  under  the  agreement.  The  question  has  been 
very  fully  and  satisfactorily  discussed  by  the  learned  coun- 
sel on  both  sides,  who  have  most  ably  assisted  the  Court 
in  coming  to  a  conclusion,  by  laying  successively  before  it 
all  that  could  properly  be  urged  on  behalf  of  their  respec- 
tive clients;  and  the  Court  is  much  indebted  to  them  for 
that  assistance. 
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The  question  resolves  itself  into  this — whether  the  1836. 
plaintiff  can  make  out  in  fact  such  a  misrepresentation 
and  such  fraud  as  entitles  him^  after  the  acquiescence^  for 
some  time  at  least  on  his  part,  to  come  to  a  Court  of  equity 
to  rescind  his  contract — and,  if  so,  then  against  whom,  and 
to  what  extent  is  he  entitled  to  relief?  I  do  not  think 
that  there  is  any  very  material  difficulty  in  the  principles 
by  which  my  decision  must  be  governed.  They  are  laid 
down  by  Lord  Lyndhursi  in  his  very  able  judgment  in  the 
case  of  Small  v.  Attwood,  and  I  believe  are  such  as  can- 
not be  doubted  or  impugned.  Although  that  decision  is 
now  undergoing  review  in  the  House  of  Lords,  I  do  not 
conceive  that  this  part  of  it  is  or  can  be  shaken.  If  the 
contract  be  founded  on  fraudulent  misrepresentations, 
such  as  would  in  a  Court  of  law  be  sufficient  to  support  an 
action  on  the  case,  it  may  in  a  Court  of  equity  be  rescind- 
ed. Now,  the  fraud  may  consist  in  the  misrepresentation 
of  a  fact  material  to  the  contract,  where  the  truth  of  that 
is  known  to  the  one  party  and  unknown  to  the  other,  and 
the  misrepresentation  is  intentionally  made  with  a  view 
of  procuring  a  more  advantageous  contract  than  the  real 
facts,  if  truly  stated,  would  have  warranted.  This  is  the 
nature  of  the  case  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies ;  and  I  do 
not  doubt  that  if  this  be  made  out  to  my  satisfaction,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  be  relieved,  unless  indeed  he  has,  after 
full  knowledge  of  the  truth,  persisted  in  the  contract  pre- 
viously made. 

Starting,  therefore,  from  these  principles,  I  proceed  to 
examine  the  facts  in  this  case  which  appear  in  evidence ; 
and,  although  I  am  not  insensible  of  tl)e  disadvantage 
which  a  Court  of  equity  labours  under  in  not  having  the 
benefit  of  oral  examination,  which  I  own  I  have  long 
thought  might  with  great  advantage  be  given  to  it,  to  be 
exercised  by  it  at  its  discretion,  and  applied  to  such  parts 
of  a  case  only  as  might  be  found  after  discussion  to  require 
it ;  yet,  when  I  compare  the  counter-balancing  advantage 

e2 
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1836.  of  long  an4  calm  deliberation,  and  of  dispassionate  inquiry 
which  a  Judge  possesses,  who  can  at  leisure  weigh  all  the 
circumstances,  with  the  sudden  and  hasty  decision  of  a 
jury  at  Nisi  Prius,  even  though  assisted  by  oral  examina- 
tion, I  have  no  doubt  that,  upon  the  whole,  in  nice  and 
complicated  questions  such  as  this,  I  should  not  do  real 
justice  to  the  parties  by  directing  an  issue. 

It  appears,  that,  on  the  9th  June,  1830,  a  patent  was 
taken  out;  and  that,  on  the  29th  December,  1830,  a  spe- 
cification was  filed  of  the  nature  and  mode  of  carrying  into 
effect  the  invention  for  which  the  patent  had  been  pre- 
viously obtained. 

The  claim  in  the  patent  was  of  an  invention  of  an  eco- 
nomical apparatus  or  machine  to  be  applied  to  the  process 
of  baking,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  materials ;  and  in  the 
specification  it  is  stated,  that  **  such  apparatus  bakes  the 
bread,  and  collects  a  certain  spirituous  vapour,  which  is 
always  disengaged  from  fermented  dough  during  the  pro- 
cess of  baking  the  same  into  bread,  and  which  vapour  is 
usually  dissipated  and  lost;  but  by  the  refrigeratory  or 
condensing  part  of  the  economical  apparatus  or  machine, 
the  said  vapour  is  condensed  into  liquid  materials,  con- 
taining spirit  or  alcohol,  and  from  which  materials  useful 
spirituous  liquors  may  be  drawn  by  the  processes  usually 
practised  for  the  rectification  of  raw  spirits.**  In  another 
part  of  the  specification  it  is  distinctly  stated,  that  the  flour 
having  been  previously  converted  into  dough  and  duly 
fermented,  and  then  made  up  into  loaves  according  to  the 
usual  method,  the  loaves  are  introduced  into  the  oven,  &c. 
And  again,  at  a  subsequent  part  of  the  specification,  the 
following  statement  occurs : — **  The  liquid  materials  thus 
saved  by  my  economical  apparatus  or  machine  during  the 
process  of  baking  fermented  dough  into  bread,  is  a  diluted 
spirit,  from  which  a  useful  spirit  may  afterwards  be  ex- 
tracted by  the  usual  process  of  rectification.  The  alcohol, 
which  constitutes  the  value  of  the  materials  saved  by  my 
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economical  apparatus  or  machinei  is  produced  in  the  ^S36. 
process  of  fermentation  which  the  flour  or  dough  has 
undergone  in  the  manner  usually  practised  for  preparing 
dough  for  bread.  That  alcohol  has  been  hitherto 
dbsipated  in  vapour,  and  totally  lost ;  but  my  aforesaid 
economical  apparatus  or  machine  being  applied  in  the 
process  of  baking  such  dough  into  bread,  the  said  alcohol 
is  saved  and  collected  ;  and  although  it  is  intermixed 
with  water  and  other  liquid  matters  which  are  evaporated 
from  the  dough  at  the  same  time,  the  liquids  so  saved 
are  useful  materials  for  the  rectifiers  of  spirits  to  extract 
fiue  spirit  from.*'  I  have  referred  more  particularly  to  these 
parts  of  the  specification,  in  order  to  shew  the  grounds 
on  which  I  have  clearly  arrived  at  the  conclusion,  that  this 
invention  purported  to  be  one  for  obtaining  spirit  by  means 
of  a  patent  apparatus  for  baking  bread  of  the  ordinary  de- 
scription, fermented  in  the  ordinary  method.  I  can  feel 
DO  doubt  on  this  subject. 

In  March,  1832,  after  a  negotiation,  to  which  I  shall  ad- 
fert,  the  agreement  in  question  was  executed,  under  which 
300O/.  has  subsequently  been  paid.  By  that  agreement 
Robert  Hicks,  the  original  patentee,  together  with  Mr. 
Smith,  Mr.  Watson,  and  Mr.  Todd,  who  had  interme- 
diately obtained  an  interest  with  Hicks  under  an  assign- 
ment of  it,  granted  their  licence  to  the  present  plaintiff, 
Mr.  Lovell,  to  exercise  the  patent  within  the  town  of  Bir- 
mingham, and  a  limited  circle  round  it,  in  consideration  of 
1000/.  then  paid,  and  of  the  further  sum  of  4000/.,  to  be 
paid  by  certain  instalments.  Now,  the  plaintiff  says,  he  was 
mdaced  to  make  this  agreement  by  certain  fraudulent  mis- 
representations made  by  Robert  Hicks. 

In  June,  1831,  it  appears  that  a  letter  was  inserted  in 
the  Staffordshire  Advertiser,  signed  by  a  miller  of  the 
name  of  Pratt,  in  which  a  very  favourable  account  was 
given  of  the  new  invention.  This  letter,  it  is  said,  was 
corrected  an  to  some  of  its  details  by  Mr,  Hicks,  and  in 
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1836.  particular  it  is  stated,  that  the  representation  that  three 
bushels  of  flour  would  produce  eighteen  pints  of  liquor, 
containing  SO  per  cent,  of  alcohol,  was  expressly  made  by 
Hicks,  he  having  altered  Pratt's  original  draft  of  the  letter 
from  18  per  cent,  to  20  per  cent,  in  his  own  handwriting. 
This  fact  depends  on  the  testimony  of  several  witnesses. 
[His  Lordship  here  commented  on  their  testimony.]  On 
the  other  hand,  there  is  the  distinct  denial  of  these  cir- 
cumstances by  Hicks  in  his  answer;  and  very  powerful 
observations  have  been  made  on  the  probabilities  of  the 
case,  and  on  the  credibility,  as  to  this  part  of  it,  of  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses.  And  it  is  contended  with  great  force, 
that  it  is  quite  obvious  that  the  expression  ^*  alcohol "  in  the 
statement,  if  made,  was  clearly  in  the  course  of  the  nego- 
tiation understood  by  all  parties  to  mean  proof  spirit,  and 
not  alcohol  in  the  strict  chemical  use  of  this  word,  and  to 
this  latter  part  of  the  defendant's  argument  I  fully  accede; 
but  the  weight  of  evidence  appears  to  me  to  be  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  representation. 

The  next  fact  adduced  by  the  plaintiff  relates  to  a  meet- 
ing at  the  Stork  Inn,  in  Birmingham,  at  which  he  was 
present.  There,  a  sort  of  experimental  baking  took  place, 
and  similar  representations  were  made  by  Hicks,  which 
seem  fairly  enough  proved.  Then  come  two  meetings  at 
Bilston,  between  the  plaintiff  and  Hicks,  at  both  of  which 
similar  representations  were  made,  and  Pratt's  letter  was 
read  by  the  plaintiff.  Then  follows  the  journey  to  Chelsea, 
at  which  the  apparatus  belonging  to  the  defendants  waa 
shewn  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  had  an  opportunity  of  ex- 
amining the  results,  and  a  portion  of  the  spirits  thereby 
produced  was  delivered  over  for  him  to  inspect  and  exa- 
mine. 

All  these  circumstances  which  I  have  thus  cursorily 
gone  through  took  place  before  the  agreement  in  question ; 
and  it  is  not  unfair  to  conclude  that  these  were  in  truth 
the  circumstances  which  induced  the  plaintiff  to  enter  into 
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that  agreement.'   What,  then,  are   these   circumstances?         1B3G. 
They  appear  to  me  to  amount  to  this : — here  is  a  clear 
statement  by  Hicks  that  he  was  in  pdssession  of  ah  appa-  v. 

ratus  for  baking  ordinary  bread,  whereby  the  spirit  there- 
from produced  would  be  saved.  Here  is  a  'statement  also 
that  the  spirit  so  produced  amounts  to  a  quantity,  either 
of  18  pints,  at  20  per  cetit.  alcohol,  produced  by  three 
bushels  of  flour ;  or,  if  1  state  the  defendant's  case  most 
favourably,  at  all  events  to  a  highly  advantageous  amount. 
And  there  is  also  a  performance  of  experiments  in  the 
plaintiff's  presence,  first  at  Birmingham,  and  afterwards 
at  Chelsea,  atid  in  to\(rn,  by  which  he  is  induced  to  believe 
that  such  representations  are  in  substance  true. 

Then,  if  so,  are  the  other  facts  such  as  to  satisfy  me 
that  this  was  not  a  true  statement,  and  that  Hicks  knew 
all  the  lime  that  it  was  false  ?  That  is  the  conclusion  at 
which,  after  much  consideration,  I  have  been  obliged  to 
arriTe.  In  the  first  place,  I  think  that  it  is  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  bread  baked  was  not  sub- 
stantially bread  of  the  ordinary  description.  There  may 
be,  no  doubt,  though  that  is  not  very  satisfactorily  made 
oat,  great  differences  of  practice  in  preparing  bread,  as  to 
the  ferment  used ;  but  there  is  no  balance  of  testimony 
as  to  the  point  that  the  particular  ferment  used  by  Hicks 
varies  from  all  those  hitherto  in  use  most  mi^terially,  and 
precisely  in  th6se  respects  which  would  produce  a  favour- 
able result  in  those  experiments  which  might  be  made  to 
shew  off  the  new  process.  Nor  do  I  think  that  any  doubt 
can  reasonably  be  entertained  on  the  evidence  before  me, 
that  ordinary  bread,  baked  according  to  the  patent  pro- 
cess, will  produce  no  advantageous  results  to  the  parties. 

If  these  facts  were  known  to  Mr.  Hicks,  every  experi- 
ment becomes  of  itself  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation. 
Now,  the  circumstances  satisfy  me  that  Mr.  Hicks  must 
have  known  this.  I  cannot  well  account,  except  on  this 
supposition,  for  the  peculiar  care  and  watchfulness  over  the 
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1836.  ferment  which  was  secretly  prepared  by  .him  when  used, 
and  for  the  peculiar  secrecy  which,  according  to  the  plain- 
tiff s  evidence,  was  observed  at  the  time  of  the  experi- 
ments made  in  the  presence  of  the  committee  at  Bilstoiu 
Indeed,  when  I  observe  the'great  secrecy  as  to  the  ferment, 
compared  with  the  ostentatious  openness  as  to  the  other 
parts  of  the  process,  I  think  it  shews  plainly  enough  that 
Mr.  Hicks  must  have* been  conscious  that  in  this  respect 
he  was  practising  a  deception  on  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
persons.  All  the  testimony,  with  the  exception  of  that  of 
one  witness,  seems  to  me  uniform  as  to  this ;  and  I  am  by 
no  means  satisfied  with  the  testimony  of  that  witness. 

I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  addition  of  the  spirits  to  the  Uquor  produced  from 
one  experimental  baking.  There  is  some  contradictory 
evidence  as  to  the  fact.  If  it  were  entirely  true,  this  would 
be  an  act  of  very  gross  fraud  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Hicks. 
The  witness  for  the  defendants  who  speaks  to  this  point 
does  not  deny  very  improper  conduct,  but  only  excul- 
pates Hicks  irom  having  personally  participated  in  it. 
The  whole  transaction  is  suspicious. 

The  other  parts  of  the  case,  however,  are  clear.  If,  in- 
deed, the  question  had  depended  merely  on  the  misrepre- 
sentation as  to  the  extent  of  the  profits,  and  it  had  ap- 
peared that  the  results  obtained,  varying  as  they  do  as  to 
the  amount  of  spirit  produced,  were  all  that  the  plaintiff 
reUed  on  to  prove  fraud,  I  should  not  have  thought  that 
a  strong  case  had  been  made  out.  If  the  bread  actually 
baked  had  really  been  ordinary  bread,  or  if  the  attention 
of  the  purchaser  had  been  called  to  the  fact  of  its  not 
being  prepared  in  the  ordinary  way,  either  before  or 
during  the  early  experiments,  even  after  the  agreement  of 
the  3rd  March,  1832, 1  should  have  been  disposed  to  think, 
either  that  no  fraud  had  been  practised,  or  that,  at  all  events, 
even  if  there  had  been  fraud,  he  had  persisted  much  too 
long  after  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  to  be  entitled  to  re- 
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lief.     But  it  seems  to  me,  that  from  the  beginning  he  is         1836. 
misled  by  the  patent  and  specification^  and  that  the  de- 
fendant Hicks  must  have  been  fully  aware  of  the  ^delusion 
under  which  this  bargain  was  made. 

I  do  not  rely  on  the  mere  failure  to  produce  the  quan- 
tity of  spirit  originally  stated  by  the  projectors.  I  do  not 
think  that  the  plaintiff  acted  on  such  representations  taken 
literally.  The  experiments  made,  with  which  he  expressed 
his  satisfaction!  shew  this^  I  thinks  to  have  been  the  case. 
But  I  think  that^  throughout,  he  and  those  with  whom  he 
acted  thought,  and  had  reason  to  think  from  the  represen- 
tations made,  that  they  were  purchasing  an  apparatus  for 
baking  ordinary  bread ;  that  they  were  to  compete  with 
ordinary  bakers  on  vantage  ground^  and  that  the  quantity 
of  spirit  to  be  produced  (which  I  allow  must  be  taken  to 
be  proof  spirit)  was  to  be  their  means  of  profit.  This,  I 
thinks  was  the  state  of  facts  under  which  the  bargain  was 
made;  and  if  the  main  fact  was  known  to  Hicks  not  to  be 
true,  what  were  all  the  statements  he  made^  and  the  falla- 
cious experiments  which  he  himself  knowingly  exhibitedj 
and  knowingly  permitted  the  other  party  to  make  and  to 
see^  but  so  many  laborious  frauds  practised  on  his  part 
upon  the  plaintiff?  I  am  satisfied^  therefore,  that  fraud 
has  been  made  out  so  far  as  Hicks  is  concerned  ;  and  I  do 
not  think  that,  after  full  knowledge  of  it^  the  plaintiff  has. 
erer  acquiesced  in  the  bargain.  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied 
that  he  ever  knew  the  ingredients  of  the  ferment  till  the 
receipt  was  delivered  to  him  on  tljie  5th  December,  1832. 
It  is  clear  that  he  was  not  a  baker ;  and  the  period  when 
he  first  knew  the  extent  of  the  misrepresentation  would  be, 
not  the  time  when  the  receipt  was  first  given  to  him,  but 
that  when  he  first  knew,  or  reasonably  might  have  known, 
that  the  ferment  was  substantially  different  from  those  in 
common  use.  That  time  does  not  appear ;  and  this  suit 
was  commenced  in  February,  1833.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  the  plaintiff  is,  on  the  whole,  entitled  to  relief 
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Bat  then^  the  other  defendants  are  not  affected  directly 
or  indirectly  with  that  fraud,  and  only  have  received  their 
proportional  shares  of  the  money  through  Hicks.  As  to 
one  of  them,  Mr.  Smith,  it  is  further  proved  that  he  had 
no  interest,  except  as  a  nominal  party  to  the  agreement ; 
that  he  had  received  no  part  of  the  plaintiff's  money,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  full  knowledge  of  these  jfacts  when 
the  money  was  paid. 

The  relief,  therefore,  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled, 
appears  to  me  to  be  this:  That  the  agreement  be  can« 
celled,  and  that  the  defendants  be  injoined  from  pursuing 
any  action  on  it  against  the  plaintiff;  that  the  Master 
should  inquire  how  much  of  the  3000/.  has  been  respec- 
tively received  by  Hicks,  Watson,  and  Todd,  and  that 
each  of  these  parties  should  be  decreed  to  repay  what  has 
been  received  by  him,  with  interest  at  4/.  per  cent ;  that, 
as  against  Mr.  Smith,  the  bill  be  dismissed  with  costs ; 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  his  costs  against  the  other 
three  defendants,  and  also  be  repaid  by  them  the  costs  he 

pays  to  Mr.  Smith. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Feb.  \(ith. 
24th. 

Id  cases  of  mil* 
take,  the  time 
of  limitation, 
which  by  ana- 
logy to  that  pre- 
scribed by  the 
21  Jac  1,  c  16, 
is  held  to  bar 
the  remedy  in 
Courts  of  equity, 
begins  to  run 
from  the  time  of 
the  discovery  of 
the  mistake. 


Brooksbank  and  Another  r.  Smith. 

^Elizabeth  BRAME,  widow,  being  entitled  to  a 
sum  of  1000/.,  SL  percent.  Consols,  in  reversion,  expectant 
upon  the  decease  of  Eliza  Stevens,  by  her  will,  dated  in 
January,  1815,  bequeathed  the  same  to  her  six  children, 
by  name,  their  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  to  be 
divided  between  and  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike: 
provided  that  if  any  of  her  said  children  should  die  in  her 
lifetime,  leaving  issue  or  children,  the  share  of  any  child  so 
dying  should  not  lapse,  but  go  and  be  paid  to. such  issue. 
Elizabeth,  one  of  the  children  of  the  testatrix,  married 
the  defendant,  John  Smith,  and  died  in  May,  1818,  in  the 
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lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  leaving  her  husband  and  three         1836. 
children  surviving  her.     The  testatrix  died  in  July,  1818,    bbooksbank 

and  Eliza  Stevens,  the  tenant  for  life,  in  June,  1827.  Upon  ^' 

Smith. 

the  death  of  Eliza  Stevens  the  trustees  of  the  stock  trans- 
ferred the  same  to  the  several  parties  who  appeared  to  be 
interested  under  the  will,  and  amongst  others  to  the  de- 
fendant, whose  wife,  they  were  informed,  had  survived  the 
testatrix.  In  December,  1833,  the  trustees  had  notice  for 
the  first  time  that  the  children  of  Elizabeth  Smith  claimed 
a  one-sixth  share  of  the  1000/L  stock  bequeathed  by  Eliza- 
beth Brame,  and  upon  a  further  investigation  of  the  cir- 
cumstances it  appeared  that  their  claim  was  well  founded. 

In  consequence  of  this  discovery,  the  trustees,  in  June, 
1831*,  filed  the  present  bill  to  compel  the  defendant  to  re- 
fund the  share  which  had  been  paid  to  him  under  a  mis- 
apprehension of  bis  interest.  Part  of  this  had  been  dis- 
posed of  by  the  defendant,  who  was  in  poor  circumstances, 
but  there  remained  a  sum  of  100/.  stock,  which  the  plain- 
tiffs identified  as  the  residue  of  the  share  so  transferred. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  relied  on  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

Mr.  Barber,  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the  plaintiffs,  con- 
tended, that  the  objection  arising  from  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations could  not  avail  the  defendant ;  that  in  cases  of  fraud 
the  statute  did  not  operate  as  a  bar  in  a  Court  of  equity 
until  after  the  expiration  of  six  years  from  the  discovery 
of  the  fraud  ;  and  that  the  same  rule  must  apply  in  cases 
of  mbtake.  They  cited  South  Sea  Company  v.  Wymond^ 
sell  (a),  Hovenden  v.  Lord  Jnnesley  (6),  and  Whalley  v. 
Whalley  (c). 

Mr.  Chandless,  and  Mr.  James  Russell,  for  the  defen- 
dant, observed,  that  no  authority  could  be  cited  to  shew 

(a,  3  P.  W.  143.  (b)  2  S.  &  L.  634.  (c)  3  Bligh,  12. 
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1836.       that  any  analogy  existed  between  cases  of  fraud  and  mis- 
B^^^TIIirNE  ^^^  in  matters  of  this  nature. 


V. 

Smith. 


Mr.  Barber,  in  reply. 


Feb.  24th.  Ald£rson«  B. — On  looking  at  the  cases  I  think  that 
the  plainti&s  are  entitled  to  a  decree.  Here^  there  is  stock 
transferred  by  them  as  trustees,  and  by  mistake.  On  the 
whole,  I  am  satisfied  that  it  was  a  mistake  of  fact,  and  the 
bill  is  to  re-transfer  the  remainder  of  that  original  stock  so 
transferred,  the  fund  being  clearly  identified,  and  conse- 
quently the  party  having  a  special  lien  upon  it. 

Then,  is  the  Statute  of  Limitations  a  bar  to  the  remedy 
sought  by  this  bill  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not  so.  The 
statute  does  not  absolutely  bind  Courts  of  equity,  but  they 
adopt  it  as  a  rule  to  assist  their  discretion.  In  cases  of 
fraud,  however,  they  hold  that  the  statute  runs  from  the 
discovery,  because  the  laches  of  the  plaintiff  commences 
from  that  date,  on  his  acquaintance  with  all  the  circum- 
stances. In  this,  Courts  of  equity  differ  from  Courts  of 
law,  which  are  absolutely  bound  by  the  words  of  the  sta- 
tute. Mistake  is,  I  think,  within  the  same  rule  as  fraud. 
Here,  therefore,  the  statute  was  not  applicable,  for  the 
mistake  was  first  discovered  within  six  years  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  decree  should 
be  for  the  plaintiffs,  but  without  costs  ;  and  as  they  have 
offered  to  take  the  100/.,  which  is  the  whole  of  the  stock 
that  remains,  I  think  they  should  be  bound  by  that 
offer. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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Perrott  V.  Bryant  and  Others.  ^^  ^^^Jj- 

XjILL  by  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  parish  of  Oyster-  where  a  bill 

moath,  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan,  against  certain  of  the  ^^^^^^ 

inhabitants  of  that  parish,  being  owners  and  occupiers  of  ^*«f  of  oysteri, 

boats  moored  within  that  parish,  and  employed  in  the  tomary  pay- 

*•  1  n        1  •  t         i»  •  1-  •      ment  to  be  in 

oyster  fishery,  for  the  customary  titbe  ot  oysters  within  the  ownen  and 

*u   *.       -:  u  occupiert  of 

that  parish.  boati  employed 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  parish  ofOystermouth  adjoins  *"?*^,*^' 
and  extends  into  the  sea,  and  has  been  time  out  of  mind  moored  within 
a  fishing  place,  and  that  there  has  been  in  the  said  parish  Heid^^th 
an  immemorial  custom,  that  every  inhabitant  of  the  said  ^  to',^S^" 
parish,  and  others,  being  proprietors  or  occupiers  of  any  the  dredgen  for 

_  -  ,  _  -  the  oysten,  who 

oyster-boat  or  boats,  or  any  boat  or  boats  used  or  em-  had  no  interest 

ployed  in  the  taking  or  carrying  of  oysters,  which  have  who^hared'in" 

been  usually  tied,  moored,  or  kept  within  any  part  of  the  oyXifpaJtiw* 

said  parish,  when  not  used,  have  immemorially  paid,  and  to  the  bill. 

by  custom  ought  to  pay,  to  the  owners  of  the  said  rectory  en  agreeing  to 

for  the  time  being,  the  tithes  of  all  oysters  brought  in  from  ^e^  ©f  [Je  * 

the  sea  in  such  boat  or  boats,  and  removed  therefrom  and  'f*.^*  "^^^  ''•^ 

their  employers, 

laid  on  the  perches  within  the  said  parish ;  and  also  of  all  a  sUpuUted 

oysters  brought  in  such  boat  or  boats  into  the  sea  within  profits  arising 

the  said  parish,  and  removed  from  such  boat  or  boats  into  (j^^i'^^erTheid 

ships  or  otlior  vessels  without  being  landed  or  laid  upon  **<*'  ^**  ^  co-ad- 

Yenturers  with 

the  said  perches*  the  owners. 

The  defendants,  by  their  answers,  denied  the  custom  of  sunce  that  pro- 
tithing  oysters,  as  laid  in  the  bill,  or  that  there  had  been  ^""^^  '*'"*^*  "** 
any  immemorial  custom  in  the  parish  of  Oysterinouth  re-  between  a  sea- 

.     .  I         •  1  /»  'I*         side  town  and 

lating  to  the  tithes  ot  oysters,  or  to  any  payment  in  lieu  the  sea,  has  not 

thereof.  They  admitted,  however,  that  payments  had  been  Sie'poor*8rate8* 

made  in  respect  of  such  tithes,  but  insisted  that,  as  that  of  the  parish  in 

had  been  done  solely  through  intimidation,  they  were  not  is  situate,  is  very 

bound  by  any  evidence  of  such  payments.     They  admitted  ©f  "he  property* 

that  the  parish  of  Oystermouth  adjoined  the  sea,  but  stated  ^^^  ^^'"***^'* 
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1936.        that  they  did  not  know  or  believe  that  it  extended  into  the 

Perrott      ®^**     They  denied  that  they  moored  their  boats  within  the 

v*  parish,  inasmuch  as  they  moored  them  beyond  low-water 

ART  AM  T*  — 

mark. 

The  defendants  then  alleged,  that,  for  many  years  past 
their  boats  had  been  employed  in  dredging  for  oysters  in 
the  open  sea  of  the  British  Channel  for  many  miles  dis- 
tant from  the  parish  of  Oystermouth ;  that  the  oysters  so 
taken  had  from  time  immemorial  generally  been  brought 
to  and  discharged  upon  perches,  which  were  small  slips 
of  ground  marked  out  on  the  sea-shore  considerably  below 
high-water  mark,  but  somewhat  above  the  mark  of  low- 
water  at  spring  tides,  but  below  low-water  mark  at  neap 
tides,  for  which  perches  small  sums  were  paid  by  way  of 
acknowledgment  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by  the  boat- 
owner.  They  further  stated  their  belief,  that  the  perches 
were  not  within  the  parish  of  Oystermouth;  and  they 
added,  that  the  oysters  were  sometimes  not  landed  at  all 
on  the  perches,  but  transported  from  the  boats  to  the 
ships,  at  sea,  and  far  beyond  low-water  mark. 

The  defendants  then  stated  the  mode  of  payment  for 
the  oysters,  and  division  of  the  profits,  as  follows : — that 
the  captains  of  the  vessels  purchased  the  oysters  from  the 
boat-owners,  generally  giving  11^.  per  thousand  for  the 
best,  and  9^.  6c/.  per  thousand  for  the  inferior  oysters ; 
and  that  the  gross  amount  produced  by  such  sale  was 
divided  between  the  owners  of  the  boats  and  the  crew  or 
dredgers,  in  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say,  for  the  best 
oysters  the  boat-owners  got  2s,  6cf.  per  thousand,  and  the 
dredgers  or  crew  of  the  boat  (who  were  generally  four  in 
number)  Ss.Gd.  per  thousand;  and  that  for  the  inferior 
oysters,  the  boat-owners  got  Ss,  per  thousand,  and  the 
dredgers  or  crew  6^.  6d,  per  thousand.  That  in  general 
the  dredgers  or  crew  were  not  paid  by  the  boat-owners 
until  the  oysters  were  reckoned  and  delivered  on  board  the 
vessels  purchasing  the  same  ;  and  should  the  whole  stock 
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of  oysters  deposited  on  the  perches  (which  at  times  con-         1836. 
sisted  of  many  weeks'  taking)  be  killed  by  frost,  which      p 
pften  happened,  or  by  any  other  accident,  the  dredgers  v, 

Bryant 

always  bore  their  proportion  of  the  loss,  having  no  claim 
on  the  owners  of  the  boats.  The  defendants  submitted, 
that^  under  these  circumstances,  the  dredgers  or  crew 
were  neceasary  parties  to  this  suit. 

The  cause  now  coming  on  for  hearing,  the  depositions 
of  many  witnesses  were  read  for  the  plaintiff,  proving  the 
coatom  witbin  the  parish  of  Oystermouth  of  payment  by 
the  owners  of  the  dredging  boats  of  every  tenth  hundred 
of  the  oysters  brought  in  and  laid  on  the  perches  as  tithe> 
and  that  this  tithe  was  formerly  taken  in  kind,  and  after- 
wards by  composition.  Depositions  were  also  read  as  to 
the  custom  of  paying  tithe  of  the  oysters  shipped  at  sea, 
and  as  to  a  composition  which  had  been  entered  into  in 
respect  of  this  tithe.  The  plaintiff  likewise  gave  evidence 
by  reputation,,  that  the  parish  of  0>stermouth  extended 
into  the  sea;  and  proved  that  the  perches  were  situate  on 
the  shore,  between  high  and  low- water  mark,  adjoining  the 
town  of  Oystermouth. 

Evidence  was  read  for  the  defendants,  with  a  view  to 
shew  that  the  payments  which  had  been  macle  for  tithe 
had  only  been  obtained  by  extortion.  The  witnesses  on. 
that  side  also  deposed  to  their  belief  that  the  perches  were 
not  within  the  parish  of  Oystermouth,  never  having  been 
assessed  to  the  poor-rate ;  and  that  it  never  was  under- 
stood or  reputed  that  that  parish  extended  into  the  sea, 
or  at  all  events  beyond  high-water  mark. 

Mr.  Boteler  having  opened  the  case  for  the  plaintiff, 

Mr.  Stuart^  for  the  defendants,  took  the  objection 
(already  raised  by  the  answer)  for  want  of  parties,  contend- 
ing that  the  dredgers  or  crew  of  the  boats  ought  to  have 
been  made  defendants ;  that  the  sale  of  the  oysters  was 
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1836.  made  by  the  owner  or  occupier  of  each  boat  for  the  bene- 
fit of  all  the  parties  concerned — ^namely,  himself  and  the 
dredgers ;  that  the  adventure  was  a  joint  adventure  for  all, 
for  the  profit  of  all,  and  at  the  risk  of  all.  He  cited 
Coppard  v.  Page  (a) . 

Mr.  Boteler,  Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  fV*  Eagle,  for 
the  plaintiff. — The  defendants  rest  their  objection  for 
want  of  parties  on  general  rules  of  pleadings  entirely  over- 
looking the  nature  of  the  custom  laid,  which  is,  that  when 
the  oysters  are  laid  on  the  perches,  the  tithes  accrue,  and 
that  the  owners  of  the  boats  are  the  parties  to  set  out  those 
tithes.  The  owners  can  no  more  complain  of  that,  than 
of  the  oysters  being  washed  off  the  perches.  Coppard  v. 
Page  was  not  argued  upon  this  ground.  There,  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  special  custom  with  reference  to  the 
person  who  was  to  pay,  was  alleged  by  the  bill;  and, 
therefore,  the  general  rule  that  all  parties-  interested  in 
resisting  the  demand  must  be  made  parties,  would  apply. 
All  the  parties  interested  were  those  who  were  bound  to 
pay ;  and  the  case  was  the  same  as  where  lands  are  occu- 
pied by  joint-tenants,  and  a  bill  is  brought  for  tithes 
against  one  only.  Here,  it  is  not  alleged  that  the  tithes 
are  paid  by  the  dredgers,  but  by  the  owners  and  occupiers 
o£  the  boats,  a  class  of  persons  distinctly  recognised  and 
defined  by  the  defendants  as  well  as  the  plaintiffs,  and 
understoocLto  be  the  persons  who  have  the  absolute  owner- 
ship, or  who  at  least  are  the  lessees  of  the  boat.  There 
are  several  cases  in  which  customs  of  this  nature  have  been 
similarly  stated :  Gwavas  v.  Teage  (jb).  [Alderson^  B.— 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  objection  was  taken  in  that 
case.  No  crew  was  interested  in  the  matter.  In  general, 
the  crew  are  paid  by  a  proportion  of  the  fish,  as  in  the 
whale  fishery.]      Gwavas  v.  Kelynacl  (c),  and    Wells  v. 

(a)  Forrest,  1 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  494.        (6)  1  Wood,  203 ;  1  E.  &  Y.  528. 

(c)2Wood,285;2E.&Y.  1. 
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Harri;f{a),  are  authorities  for  the  plaintiff.     Even  laying  1836. 

out  of  the  question   the  mode  of  statins;  the  custom,  it       .^ 

*  O  »  PeRR(»TT 

would  be  highly  inconvenient  to  require  the  dredgers  to  v. 

Brtant 

be  made  parties,  who  are  changing  from  week  to  week  and 
from  day  to  day.  In  the  Hastings  case  the  question  was 
argued,  not  upon  any  specialty  in  the  custom,  but  upon 
the  inconvenience  of  making  so  many  parties. 

The  other  objection  raised  by  the  defendants  is,  that 
the  parish  of  Oystermouth  does  not  extend  into  the  sea; 
'  and,  consequently,  that  their  boats  are  not  moored,  and 
the  perche^i  are  not  situate,  within  the  parish.  It  is  indis- 
putable, however,  that  the  boundary  of  a  parish  on  the 
sea-shore  is,  not  high,  but  low-water  mark,  and  that  the 
Admiralty  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  shore  at  low-water 
mark.  If  a  body  is  found  on  the  shore  between  high  and 
low-water  mark,  the  Admiralty  coroner  does  not  sit.  The 
accident  that  the  perches  have  not  been  rated  to  the  re- 
lief of  the  poor,  cannot  affect  the  general  rule  of  law  on 
this  point.  [Alderson^  B. — The  fact  of  the  perches  having 
paid  tithes,  is  strong  evidence  of  their  being  within  the 
parish;  far  stronger  than  their  having  been  assessed  to 
the  rates  would  have  been.]  Lastly,  the  defendant's  denial 
of  the  custom  will  not  make  it  imperative  on  the  Court  to 
direct  an  issue  :  Gwavas  v.  Teage  {b) ,  Beres/ord  ^f.  New- 
ion  (c). 

Mr.  Stuart,  Mr.  G.  Richards,  and  Mr.  IV.  SI.  James, 
for  the  defendants. — Nothing  has  been  said  on  the  other 
side  to  invalidate  the  case  of  Coppardv.  Page,  It  is  said, 
indeed,  that  here,  the  custom  affects  particular  parties 
only — namely,  the  owners  ;  but  that  is  not  admitted  by 
the  answer,  which  states  the  owners  and  the  dredgers  to  be 
CO- adventurers,  and  jointly  interested  in  profit  and  loss. 

(fl)  3  Wood.  386.  (h)  1  Wood,  203. 

(c)  1  Cromp.  Mees.  &  Rose.  901. 

VOL.  II.  F  £Q.  EX. 
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1836.         There  may  be  a  custom  for  particular  parties  to  pay^  and 

Perrott       ^hose  parties  may  employ  the  dredgers,  but  it  does  not  fol- 

V-  low  from  this  that  the  latter  are  not  affected  by  the  custom. 

Bryant 

[Alderson,  B. — You  must  shew  affirmatively  that  the 
dredgers  are  within  the  custom,  and  interested  in  this  mat- 
ter.] If  there  be  a  right  of  contribution,  the  proper  parties 
must  be  before  the  Court.  It  is  not  competent  for  the 
Court  to  dispose  of  such  a  case  as  this  without  bringing 
before  it  those  who  have  a  right  to  an  account.  lAlderson^ 
B. — I  doubt  whether  in  the  most  favourable  view  for  the 
defendants,  that  which  is  stated  to  be  an  interest  in  the 
dredgers,  is  more  than  a  mode  of  receiving  their  wages.] 
Next,  there  is  no  allegation  of  a  good  and  valid  custom ; 
or,  if  there  be,  no  proof  has  been  given  that  the  payments 
which  have  been  made,  were  made  in  conformity  with  the 
custom.  Besides,  the  plaintiff*  ought  to  prove  a  custom 
undisputed  and  uncontested.  On  the  contrary^  the  de- 
fendant's evidence  is  strong  to  shew,  that  the  payments 
have  been  obtained  by  extortion.  Moreover,  bills  alleging 
all  sorts  of  customs  have  been  filed.  Here,  the  tithes  are 
alleged  to  be  payable  by  the  proprietor  or  occupier;  a 
loose  mode  of  expression,  which,  if  applied  to  a  modus, 
would  never  have  been  admitted.  An  owner  and  lessee 
of  a  boat  arc  as  distinct  as  a  proprietor  and  farmer 
of  land.  Besides,  it  is  doubtful  from  the  evidence 
who  is  to  pay.  Upon  the  question  of  boundary,  it  is  well 
known,  that  the  land  between  high  and  low-water  mark 
belongs  to  the  Crown :  Hale  de  Jur.  Mar.  26.  It  is 
for  the  plaintiff^to  prove  that  the  Crown  has  been  deprived 
of  its  original  right.  There  is  no  evidence  of  that  fact. 
Besides,  how  does  it  follow  that  the  place  is  not  extra- 
parochial  ?  The  plaintiff*  has  not  shewn  that  any  assess- 
ment has  been  made,  or  any  rate  paid  in  respect  of  the 
perches,  and  the  contrary  is  shewn  by  the  defendants. 
[Alderson,  B. — All  tlie  parties  who  paid  tithes  for  the 
oysters  on  the  perches,  did  so  on  the  supposition  that  the 
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perches  were  within   the  parish.     If  they   were  extra-         1836. 
parochial,  the  tithes  would  be  in  the  Crown.l     The  cus-       ^^    " 

■^  ^  -•  Perrott 

tom^  at  all  events^  is  so  uncertain,  that  the  Court  will  v, 

allow  the  parties  to  try  their  right  by  action :  Foxcrafl  v. 
Parris  (a).  The  legal  right  ought  properly  to  be  esta- 
blished at  law :  Northleigh  v.  Luscombe  (6) ;  Mayor  of 
Reading  t.  Winiworih  (e). 

Mr.  Boieler,  in  reply. — The  dredgers  are  merely  paid 
by  their  employers  in  a  particular  manner,  and  that  does 
not  make  them  liable  for  these  tithes.  The  party  liable  to 
pay  is  the  party  who  has  the  boat  in  his  possession  during 
the  season^  either  as  absolute  owner*  or  in  any  other 
character.  Of  the  parochiality  of  the  spot  in  question 
there  is  no  doubt.  It  is  not  less  within  the  parish  because 
it  may  belong  to  the  Crown,  or  a  private  person's  royalty 
may  extend  there. 

Aldbrson,  B. — There  are  two  questions  in  this  case —  Maybth. 
one,  whether  the  present  defendants  are  the  proper  parties 
to  this  suit,  or  whether  others  also  ought  to  have  been 
joined.  The  second — whether,  supposing  that  to  be  so, 
the  plaintiff  has  sufficiently  established  his  right  to  the 
tithe  claimed  by  him — that  of  oysters. 

It  is  undoubtedly  clear  that  the  plaintiff  must  make  all 
the  individuals  who  have  an  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit,  parties  to  it,  in  order  that  the  decree 
may  put  an  end  finally  to  the  litigation  between  them, 
by  concluding  all  those  whose  interests  are  thereby 
affected.  The  question,  however,  is,  whether  this  has 
not  been  done?  The  present  defendants  are  admitted 
to  be   the   owners  of  the  boats,  the  produce  of  whose 

(  «)  5  Ves.  221 ;  2  E.  &  Y.  48?.  {h)  Ambl.  12. 

(c)  6  Price,  473. 
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1836.         fishing  is  sought  to  be  tithed:  but  they  say,  that  all  the 

p       TT       crews  of  the  respective  boats  are  also  jointly  interested  in 

o-  the  fish  taken,  and  ought  to  have  been  added  as  parties 

Bryant*  '  o  r 

to  the  record.  Before  I  accede  to  an  objection  which 
would  produce  so  inconvenient  a  result  to  both  parties^  I 
ought  to  be  clearly  satisfied  as  to  the  fact  In  the  case 
cited  to  me  of  Coppard  v.  Page  (a)^  this  was  clearly  made 
out.  There,  the  adventurers  in  each  fishing  boat  shared 
jointly  as  partners  the  profits  and  losses  of  the  adventure, 
according  to  agreed  proportions.  But  here,  the  fact  is 
very  indistinctly  stated  in  the  defendants'  answers,  and  is 
not  more  distinctly  made  out  by  the  evidence.  I  should 
conclude,  from  the  facts  appearing  on  the  evidence,  that 
this  is  really  only  a  mode  of  calculating  the  amount  of 
wages  due  to  the  dredgers  from  the  owners  of  the  boats, 
and  that  the  former  take  no  interest  in  the  fish  themselves, 
which  wholly  belong  to  the  owners  of  the  boats.  If  this 
be  so,  then  there  is  no  necessity  for  making  them  parties 
to  the  record.  Besides,  this  is  a  tithe  claimed  by  custom; 
and  the  special  custom,  if  established,  (and  unless  that  be 
so,  the  plaintiff*  has  no  claim),  lays  the  burthen  of  the  tithe 
on  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  boats  alone.  Upon  the 
whole,  I  think  this  objection  fails. 

Then,  is  the  custom  proved  ? — ^for,  unless  it  be  so,  there 
is  an  end  to  the  plaintiff*'s  case.  The  evidence  is  all  one 
way ;  and,  although  there  is  undoubtedly  a  larger  propor- 
tion of  witnesses  who  prove  the  taking  of  tithe  of  oysters 
from  the  perches,  yet  there  is  quite  a  sufficient  body  of 
testimony  to  satisfy  me  as  to  the  other  branch  of  the  cus- 
tom also — that  of  taking  the  tithes  of  oysters  brought 
within  the  parish  by  boats,  and  sold. 

Then,  are  these  perches  within  the  parish?  and  are 
the  boats  moored  there  ?  This  is,  in  truth,  but  one  ques- 
tion ;  for,  as  the  boats  are  moored  nearer  to  the  shore 

(a)  Forrest,  1. 
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than  the  perches,  it  would  follow,  tliat,  if  the  perches  were  1^36. 
within  the  ambit  of  the  parish,  the  mooring  places  must,  pbrrott 
in  all  probability,  be  so  too.  Now,  according  to  the  plain- 
tiff's witnesses,  who  state  the  boundaries  of  the  parish, 
both  are  included  therein ;  and  the  defendant's  witnesses 
do  not,  in  fact,  negative  that  statement,  for  they^only  say, 
argumentatiyely,  that  they, do  not  think  they  are  within 
the  parish,  inasmuch  as,  although  profitable  property, 
they  have  never  been  rated  to  the  poor.  But,  this  is  not 
at  all  a  strong  circumstance ;  for  the  omission  to  rate  pro- 
perty may  have  arisen  from  various  causes,  as  well  as  from 
tiie  property  not  being  parochial.  On  the  other  hand, 
under  a  custom  to  tithe  oysters  brought  into  the  parish, 
the  tithes  of  oysters  placed  on  these  perches  have,  for  up- 
wards of  sixty  years  at  the  least,  been  taken  without 
dispute.  Lord  Hale  says,  that  the  land  between  the 
ordinary  flux  and  reflux  of  the  sea  may  be  parcel  of  a 
vill  or  parish,  and  that  the  ordinary  means  of  proving  it 
are  by  perambulations,  common  reputation,  known  metes 
and  divisions,  and  the  like.  Here,  the  whole  ground  in 
dispute  is  within  the  limits  of  the  ordinary  tides. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  the  evidence  satisfies  me  that 
these  perches  and  mooring  places  are  within  the  parish, 
and  that  the  custom  to  take  tithes  of  oysters  is  proved  as 
laid  in  the  bill ;  and,  as  there  is  no  valid  objection  as  to 
the  want  of  proper  parties,  there  must  be  a  decree  as 
prayed,  with  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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.    .,  ,^  ^  Lord  Cranstown  %>.  Goldshede  and  Another. 

Aprd  13M. 

A  defendant  in  X  HE  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  bring- 

wmt™ran'an-  '"S  trover  for  a  promissory  note  originally  given  lo  them 

swer,  cannot  by  the  plaintiff,  but  now  in  his  possession,  and  likewise 

move  to  have  '^  ^  ,  •         i       j    r      j 

the  bill  dUmiss-  to  restrain  any  other  action  or  actions  which  the  defendants 
the  terms  of ^'^  might  bring  against  them  in  respect  of  the  note.  An 
tiff  afuh  ^^d!?"  attachment,  for  want  of  an  answer,  had  issued  against  the 
vantage  of  a      defendant  Goldshede.     The  other  defendant  had  put  in 

decree :  his  pro-  _   . 

per  course  is,  to    &  disclaimer, 
move  to  set 
aside  the  attach- 
ment. Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  defendant  Goldshede,  now  moved, 

that,  upon  payment  of  costs,  the  bill  might  be  dismissed, 

and   that   the    attachment    and  all   further    proceedings 

thereon    might  be  stayed ;    he  having  discontinued  the 

action  and  paid  the  costs  of  it. 

Mr.  Hayter^  contra. — The  defendant  cannot  make  this 
motion  till  he  has  cleared  his  contempt  by  putting  in  an 
answer.  An  answer  may  be  useful  to  the  plaintiff,  be- 
cause, though  the  defendant  may  have  discontinued  this 
action,  he  may  bring  another.  Besides,  although  the 
other  defendant  has  disclaimed,  exceptions  may  be  taken 
to  that  disclaimer,  and  he  may  be  made  to  answer.  In 
cases  of  this  nature,  the  Court  will  go  no  farther  than  pre- 
venting a  decree  from  being  taken  against  the  defendant; 
they  will  not  order  the  bill  to  be  dismissed.  This  is  not  a 
motion  relative  to  the  contempt  itself,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  entertained,  so  long  as  the  contempt  remains. 

Mr.  Bacon,  in  reply. — The  object  of  the  motion  is  to 
shew  that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  compelled  to 
answer ;  in  effect,  therefore,  his  motion  does  relate  to  the 
contempt.  He  has  discontinued  his  action,  and  offers  all 
that  the  plaintiff  could  ask,  or  the  Court  could  give  him  by 
means  of  a  decree.     He  has,  therefore,  a  right  at  once  to 
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put  an  end  to  this  suit:  Boyes  v.  Ford  (a);  Praedv.  HulKjb)^ 
Wilmot  V.  Maccabe  (c),  Bisliop  of  Derry  v.  Tyler  (d). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  general,  it  would  be 
most  unreasonable  and  unjust,  if  the  Court,  upon  mere 
technical  grounds,  could  not  put  an  end  to  a  suit  at  the 
instance  of  the  parties.  But  there  is  a  great  difficulty  in 
80  doing,  where  the  party  who  makes  the  application  is  in 
contempt.  In  cases  of  contempt,  the  Court  proceeds  on 
one  general  rule.  It  might  hi  the  present  case  be  expe- 
dient to  deviate  from  the  general  rule ;  but  on  the  other 
band,  that  deviation  might  lead  to  greater  difficulties. 
The  motion  cannot  be  entertained  in  its  present  shape. 
The  party  should  have  moved  to  set  aside  the  attachment 
upon  taking  a  decree  against  him,  and  payment  of  costs. 
Any  party  may  come  to  set  aside  an  attachment  on  terms ; 
therefore,  unless  some  terms  can  be  agreed  upon,  the  motion 
must  be  dismissed. 

Order  by  consent ;  the  parties  entering  into 
terms. 


1836. 

Cranstown 
goldshede. 


(a)  4  Madd.  40. 

(b)  1  S.  &  S.  331. 

(c)  4  Sim.  263. 

(d)  Id  Ch.  July,  1834.  The 
bill  in  this  case  prayed  that  the 
defendant  might  be  decreed  to 
deliTer  up  a  certain  bond  to  the 
plaintifi*  to  be  cancelled,  and  thai 
satisfaction  might  be  decreed  to 
be  entered  up  on  the  record  of  the 
judgment. 

An  attachment  and  commis- 
sion of  rebellion  having  issued 
against  the  defendant,  for  want  of 
an  answer,  a  motion  was  made 
on  his  behalf  that  he  might 
be  at  liberty  to  deliver  up  the 
bond  to  the  plaintiffs  to  be  can- 
celled ;  and  that  thereupon,  and 
upon  the  defendant's  paying  the 


costs  of  the  plaiutifiTs,  and  of  all 
other  parties  to  the  cause,  and 
upon  his  undertaking  forthwith, 
at  his  own  costs  and  charges,  to 
enter    up    satisfaction   upon  the 
record  of  the  judgment,  the  writ 
of  attachment  and  commission  of 
rebellion  might  be  discharged,  and 
all    further   proceedings    in  this 
cause  might  be  stayed. 

The  motion  was  opposed,  on 
the  ground  that  the  defendant 
was  in  contempt,  and  therefore 
could  not  be  heard  until  he  had 
cleared  such  contempt,  by  putting 
in  his  answer.  But  his  Honour  the 
Vice  Chancellor,  after  argument, 
overruled  the  objection,  and  made 
an  order  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant. 
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1836. 
April  22nd.  BrADSHAW  V,  BrADSHAW* 

Testator  devised  JoHN  BLAGROVE,  Esquire,  by  his  will,  dated  the 
JaIMica^otrus-  ^^^  February,  18^4,  gave  and  devised  all  his  estates  in  the 
^ovTm^'  island  of  Jamaica,  with  the  slaves  thereto  belonging,  unto 
bert  B.,  the        trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 

second  son  of  ,  *•         i  j*     « 

his  daughter  upon  trust  to  manage  those  estates  for  the  term  of  three 

be  under  the  y^a^s  from  the  day  of  his  death,  and  out  of  the  rents, 

age  of  twenty-  jssues,  and  profits  thereof,  to  pay  during  the  said  term 

pay  and  apply  Certain  annuities  to  which  his  wife  was  entitled  under  her 

nom  outof  the  marriage  settlement,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  residue 

fits  for  his '*'^  of  the  rents  and  profits  accrued  during  the  said  term, 

maintenance  upon   the  trusts   thereinafter  mentioned.      And    he  did 

and  education,       iii»iii  !/•  ia.i 

and  subject         thereby  further  declare,  that  from  and  after  the  expira- 

various  ot^e"  ''°"  °^  ''^^  ^^'^  ^®^'"  ^^  three  years,  his  said  trustees,  their 
tnist8,in  fiivour  heirs  and  assigns,  should  stand  and  be  seised  and  pos- 

of  his  daughter  ... 

E.B,,  and  his  sessed  of  his  said  plantations  and  estates  in  the  island  of 

Robert  B.;  and,  Jamaica,  in  trust,  in  the  first  place,  for  better  securing  the 

thSe^trusu  \n  ^"""^^"^s  payable  to  his  wife,  and  subject  thereto  upon  the 

trust  for  the  trusts  following  ;  that  is  to  say,  as  to  his  two-third  parts 

said  Robert  B.  *^  '  ^  .  *^ 

for  life,  with  re-  of  the  plantation  and  estate  called  Cardiff  Hall,  upon 
first  and  other  trust  that  they  the  said  trustees  should  from  time  to  time, 
sons  in  tail         g^  Iqdq  as  Robert  Blaorrove  Bradsliaw,  the  second  son  of 

male,  with  re-  °  ^^  ^ 

roainder in         his  dear  daughter  Elizi,  the  wife   of  James»  Bradshaw, 

moieties  in  ,        ,  ,  ,  ,         ,  ^  ,  ,  « 

favour  of  iy.  c.  should  he  uucfer  the  age  ot  twenty-one  years,  by  and  out  of 
serorS  imd^***  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  last  mentioned  heredita- 
thirdsonsof       ments,  pay  and  apply  the  yearly  sum  of  150/.  for  and   to- 

his  daughter  I.  »  t    .^  i  r  /  J  ^ 

c,  and  their  wards  his  maintenance  and  education  ;  and  from  and  after 
testoioraisode-  ''i^  ^^^^  graudson,  Robert  Biadshaw,  should  attain  his 

vised  his  estate 
in  England  in 

trust  for  his  said  daughter  E,  B.,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  said  grandson  Robert  B.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  Ihirdf  fourth^  fifths 
and  every  other  son  of  the  said  jR.  B.,  severally  and  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to  the  testator's  right  heirs.  E.  B,  h.-id  no  second  son  named  Robert.  The  name  of  her  eldest 
son  was  Robert,  and  that  of  her  second  son  Henry. — Heldj  under  the  circumstances,  tliat  this 
was  a  mistake  in  Uie  name,  and  not  in  the  description  of  the  devisee;  and  consequently,  that 
Henry,  and  not  Robert,  was  entitled  to  take  under  these  devises;  and  parol  evidence  was  admitted 
to  explain  the  ambiguity. 
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said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  shouldi  during  the  joint         lBd6. 
natural  lives  of  his  said  daughter  Eliza  Bradshaw,  and  his     bradshaw 
said  grandson  Robert  Bradshaw,  out  of  the  said  rents  and  ». 

,  .  .  ,  Bradshaw. 

profits^  pay  unto  his  said  grandson  or  his  assigns,  the 
yearly  sum  of  300/.,  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit, 
and  pay  the  residue  of  the  rents  and  profits  to  his  daugh- 
ter Eliza  Bradshaw,  for  her  separate  use  during  her  life ; 
and  the  testator  declared,  that,  after  his  said  daughter's 
decease,  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  and  possessed  of 
the  last-mentioned  hereditaments,  upon  trust  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  to  pay  the  annual  sum  of  1501.  for  the 
maintenance  of  his  said  grandson,  Robert  Blagrove  Brad- 
shaw, until  he  should  attain  his  said  age  of  twenty-one, 
and  after  that  period  the  annual  sum  of  300/.  until  he 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five,  the  surplus  rents  to 
accumulate  in  the  interim ;  and  he  directed  that  when  and 
as  soon  as  the  said  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five,  but  not  sooner,  he  should  be 
let  into  the  possession  of  the  whole  of  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits of  the  last-mentioned  premises ;  and,  subject  to  the 
trusts  aforesaid,  he  declared  that  his  trustees  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  said  last-mentioned  premises,  in  trust  for 
the  said  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw  for  life,  with  remain- 
der to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder, 
as  to  one  undivided  moiety,  in  trust  for  his  grandson, 
Henry  Coore,  second  son  of  his  daughter  Isabella  Coore, 
widow,  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  in  tail  male;  with  remainder  to  his  grandson  Richard 
Coore,  third  son  of  his  daughter  Isabella  Coore,  for  life ; 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ; 
with  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  testator.  The 
other  undivided  moiety  was  limited  in  the  same  manner, 
except  that  Richard  Coore  took  first  under  that  series  of 
limitations.  A  power  of  jointuring  was  then  given  to 
Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw. 
The  testator  then  declared,  that  the  trustees  should. 
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1836.         after  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of  three  years,  stand 
seised  and  possessed  of  his  plantation  called  the  Orange 
V.  Valley  Estate,  other  part  of  his  Jamaica  estates,  upon  cer- 

tain trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter  Isabella  Coore, 
and  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  his  two  grand' 
sons,  Henry  Coore  and  Richard  Coore,  and,  subject  there* 
to,  in  trust  for  his  said  grandson,  Henry  Coore,  for  life ; 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with 
remainder  to  his  grandson,  Richard  Coore,  for  life  ;  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with  re- 
mainder to  his  said  grandson,  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw, 
for  life;  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail 
male ;  with  remainder  to  the  testator's  right  heirs. 

The  testator  then  declared,  that  his  trustees  should, 
subject  to  the  said  term  of  three  years,  stand  possessed  of 
the  estate  called  Upper  and  Lower  Magotty,  upon  certain 
trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughters  Charlotte  Parkin 
and  Ann  Caroline  Blagrove,  and  his  grand-daugiiter, 
Charlotte  Elizabeth  Parkin,  and,  subject  thereto,  in  trust 
far  Charlotte  Parkin  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male;  with  remainder  to  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw  for  life ;  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  the  testator's 
right  heirs. 

The  testator  then  gave  and  devised  to  the  same  trustees 
and  their  heirs,  his  messuage  and  lands  called  Great  Ab- 
shott,  situate  at  Titchfield,  in  the  county  of  Hants,  upon 
trust,  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  his  said 
daughter  Eliza  Bradshaw,  during  her  life,  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use;  and  after  her  decease,  he  declared  that 
his  trustees  should  stand  seised  of  the  last-mentioned 
hereditaments,  in  trust  for  his  said  grandson  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw,  and  his  assigns,  for  his  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  with 
remainder  to  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  every  other  son 
of  the  said  Eliza  Bradshaw,  severally  and  successively  in 


Bradshaw. 
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tail  male ;  with  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  testator.         1836. 
And  the  testator  declared  his  mind  and  will  to  be,  that  an     J^     ' 

'  Bradsbaw 

inventory  should  be  made  and  taken  by  his  executors,  as  _  «- 
soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease,  of  all  and 
singular  his  household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen, 
books,  and  china,  which  should  be  in,  upon,  or  about  his 
said  messuage  or  tenement  called  Great  Abshott,  at  the 
dme  of  his  decease.  And  he  gave  and  bequeathed  the 
full  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  articles  and  things  com- 
prised in  such  inventory  to  such  person  or  persons  who 
should  for  the  time  being  be  entitled,  under  the  limitations 
aforesaid,  to  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  same 
messuage  or  tenement;  the  said  articles  and  things  to  be 
considered  as  heir-looms ;  and  to  attend  and  follow  the  said 
limitations  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  would 
permit. 

The  testator  died  in  18^4,  leaving  his  daughter,  Eliza 
Bradshaw,  surviving  him.  At  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death  she  had  three  sons ;  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw, 
who  was  her  eldest,  not  her  second  son,  as  stated  in  the 
will ;  Henry,  who  was  her  second  son,  and  Frank.  She 
never  had  any  other  sons.  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw 
died  in  1827,  aged  ten  years,  never  having  been  married. 
The  testator  also  left  his  daughter  Isabella  Coore  sur- 
viving him :  she  died  in  1831,  leaving  three  sons ;  Frede- 
rick, who  was  her  eldest  son ;  Henry  John,  (called  in  the 
will  Henry),  who  was  her  second  son ;  and  Richard  John 
Lechmere,  (called  in  the  will  Richard),  who  was  her  third 
son*     She  never  had  any  other  sons. 

By  the  decree  in  this  cause  made  in  July,  1835,  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  who  was  the  person 
meant  and  intended  by  the  testator,  under  the  name  and 
description  of  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw,  the  second  son 
of  bis  daughter  Eliza,  the  wife  of  James  Bradshaw,  and 
under  the  description  and  name  of  his  grandson  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw. 
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1836.  The  Master  having  examined  Mr.  Pennock^  the  testa- 

Beadshaw     ^^^'^  solicitor,  made  his  report  in  substance  as  follows : — 
^-  For  some  years  previous  to  his  death,  Mr.  Pennock  was 

the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Blagrove,  the  testator.  In  August, 
1821,  the  testator  having  consulted  Mr.  Pennock  respect- 
ing his  will,  that  gentleman  prepared  for  him  a  draft  will, 
marked  E,  in  which  blanks  were  left  for  the  names  of  the 
devisees,  and  a  note  written  by  Mr.  Pennock  in  the  roar- 
gin,  *'  Please  to  insert  the  Christian  names."  This  draft 
was  sent  to  the  testator  on  the  ^th  of  August,  and  was 
soon  afterwards  returned  by  the  testator  with  several  al- 
terations in  pencil,  and  with  a  note  in  pencil  in  the  testa- 
tor's handwriting,  as  follows :  *'  Blagrove  plate  to  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw,  eldest  son  of  Eliza  Bradshaw."  The 
testator  did  not  fill  up  the  blanks  in  this  draft ;  and  on 
one  or  two  occasions,  being  asked  by  Mr.  Pennock  for  the 
names  of  his  grandchildren,  said  he  did  not  know  their 
names,  but  would  get  them. 

In  October,  1821,  the  testator  had  several  more  inter- 
views with  Mr.  Pennock  respecting  his  will,  when  the  lat- 
ter recommended  him  to  have  it  settled  by  counsel.  The 
testator  wishing  to  have  the  matter  kept  secret,  it  was 
arranged  that  draft  E  should  be  copied  with  fictitious 
names,  and  the  copy  laid  before  counsel.  This  was  ac- 
cordingly done;  the  name  of  **  Archdale"  being  substi- 
tuted for  that  of  •' Bradshaw,"  "  Lindell"  for  that  of 
"Blagrove,"  and  "Jones"  for  that  of  "  Coore."  This 
draft  having  been  settled,  it  was  again  copied,  the  real 
names  being  inserted,  and  the  last- mentioned  draft,  mark- 
ed F.,  was  signed  and  published  by  the  testator  as  bis 
will,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1821.  Previous  to  such 
signature  and  publication,  the  testator  gave  to  Mr.  Pen- 
nock the  name  of  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw,  as  the 
eldest  son  of  his  daughter  Eliza  Bradshaw,  and  Frederick 
Coore,  as  the  eldest  son  of  his  daugliter  Isabella  Coore, 
and  they  so  appeared  in  the  will ;  but  many  other  blanks 
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remained,  the  testator  not  recollecting  the  Christian  names         1836. 
of  his  grandchildren.  "^^^ 

This  will  was  not  intended  to  be  final,  but  was  merely     ^     »• 
executed  to  meet  the  event  of  a  sudden  demise,  and  ac- 
cordingly a   fair  copy  of  it  was  laid  before  counsel,  with 
fictitious  names,  as  before,  for  the  purpose  of  a  final  set- 
tlement, which,  however,  did  not  then  take  place. 

In  October,  J  8^^,  the  testator  informed  Mr.  Pennock, 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  great  depreciation  of  West 
India  property,  he  should  be  obliged  to  make  material 
alterations  in  his  will,  and  he  directed  Mr.  Pennock  to 
mnke  a  codicil  to  his  will  of  December,  18^1,  which  was 
accordingly  executed  by  the  testator.  On  the  ^2nd  of 
November,  1823,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Pennock,  part 
of  which  was  in  the  words  following: — "  Please  to  make  a 
rough  draft  in  one  section  to  this  devise  alone,  in  the  mode 
I  did  devise,  benefit  to  the  eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Coore ; 
draw  out  such  interest  to  become  the  benefit  of  his  two 
younger  brothers,  as  joint-tenants,  in  lieu  of  him,  Frede- 
rick>  who,  in  this  section,  need  not  even  be  named.  Draw 
it,  that,  if  one  brother  be  minded  to  sell  his  interest  in  the 
estate  for  his  natural  life  to  the  other  brother,  that  he 
shall  have  liberty  so  to  do — but  to  no  other  than  to  his 
brother  in  joint  tenancy.  If  the  brother  that  purchases 
the  estate  shall  die  without  male  issue,  the  estate  to  de- 
volve to  his  brother,  the  joint  tenant,  and  his  heirs.  If 
bot!i  these  younger  brothers  die  without  male  issue,  such 
interest  to  devolve  to  the  possessor  and  heirs  of  Cardiff 
Hall  Estate,  these  estates  lying  contiguous  to  each  other.'* 
In  a  letter  dated  the  26th  November,  18^,  he  wrote  as 
follows  :  ''  We  may  make  progress  in  the  rough  section  of 
the  devise  of  Cardiff  Hall  and  Unity  Estates,  negroes, 
stock,  &c.,  to  James  Blagrove  Bradshaw,  in  failure  of  male 
issue,  with  power  to  settle  400/.  to  wife,  and  1000/.  to 
daughters,  to  devolve  to  the  possessor  of  Orange  Valley 
Estate,  and  Orange  Valley  Pen,  Pear  Tree  Bottom,  and 
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1836.        Bellair  Properties.     The  possessors  of  these  estates  (if  I 
g  recollect  correctly)  were  to  pay  over  to  James  Blagrove 

V.  Bradshaw  or  his  heir^  10^000/.  sterling,  or  7000/.  to  ren- 

der these  devises  more  equal  in  value  one  to  the  other. 
Now,  I  pause  as  to  this  bequest,  thinking  this  or  some 
other  sum  should  be  distributed  among  the  joint  tenant's 
sisters,  conceiving  the  Bradshaws  will  be  amply  provided 
for  after  their  grandfather's  decease ;  and  more  particu- 
arly  that  now  it  will  be  settled  that  Absbott  Estate  shall 
devolve  to  James  Blagrove  Bradshaw  in  tail  male,  the  an- 
nuity settled  upon  Abshott  Estate  being  lapse ;  and  the 
devise  altered  in  favour  of  J.  B.  Bradshaw,  as  just  above 
contemplated,  shall  burthen  this  property  150/.  per  an- 
num, liable  to  Mrs.  Blagrove's  annuity."  In  this  letter  the 
word  James  was  altered  into  Robert  by  Mr.  Pennock  at 
his  next  interview  with  the  testator. 

During  the  discussions  which  took  place  about  the  time 
when  these  letters  were  written,  the  testator  declared 
to  Mr.  Pennock  his  intention  of  making  a  provision  for  the 
second  son  of  his  daughter  Elizabeth  Bradshaw,  in  lieu  of 
the  provisions  he  had  made  for  the  eldest  son,  assigning 
as  a  reason  that  her  eldest  son  would  be  amply  provided 
for  by  Captain  Bradshaw,  her  husband's  father.  The  tes- 
tator accordingly  instructed  Mr.  Pennock  to  make  the 
necessary  alterations,  and  Mr.  Pennock  took  rough  notes 
or  memorandums  of  the  testator's  instructions  whilst  he 
was  with  him.  In  these  notes  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw 
was  named  as  the  party  to  take  the  Cardiff  Hall  Estate  in 
tail,  and  the  remainder  in  tail  in  the  Orange  Valley  Estate, 
subject  to  estates  in  tail  male  in  the  Coores.  As  to  the 
Abshott  estate,  Mr.  Pennock's  note  without  the  erasures 
ran  thus : — ^*  Abshott  Estate. — To  Mrs.  Bradshaw,  and 
after  her.  decease,  to  her  son  Robert,  remainder  to  his 
heirs  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  his  brother  in  succession 
in  tail  male ;  he  has  several  brothers,  ^nd,  3rd,  4th.'' 
Instructions,  pursuant  to  these  notes,  were  afterwards 
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laid  before  counsel  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  new  wilL         1836. 
The  same  fictitious  names  were  used  as  before.     The  in-     „ 

Bradshaw 

structions  began  with  these  words :  ^'  Mrs.  Archdale's  ^  v. 
eldest  son  has  an  ample  fortune  from  his  paternal  grand- 
father. The  testator  consequently  intends  to  provide  for 
her  second  son,  Robert  Lindell  Archdale,  who  is  now  an 
infant. **  Throughout  the  instructions,  Robert  was  named 
as  the  party  to  take  the  Cardiff  Hall  estate,  &c.,  pursuant 
to  the  notes. 

In  pursuance  of  these  instructions  a  new  draft  was  set- 
tied  by  counsel,  with  fictitious  names,  as  before.  These 
names  were  afterwards  replaced  by  what  Mr.  Pennock 
conceived  to  be  the  real  names  of  the  devisees;  and 
amongst  the  names  so  changed  was  that  of  '*  Robert  Lin- 
dell Archdale'*  into  '^  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw."  \ 
fair  copy  was  then  made  from  the  draft  so  altered,  and 
that  fair  copy  was  the  will,  signed  and  published  by  the 
testator  in  February,  18:^4,  and  the  subject  of  the  present 
suit. 

In  addition  to  these  facts,  the  Master  found  in  substance 
as  follows: — that  the  testator  never  had  any  grandson  of 
the  name  of  James  Blagrove  Bradshaw,  and  that  the  perr 
son  meant  to  be  designated  by  that  name  in  the  testator's 
letter,  and  the  person  whom  Mr.  Pennock  meant  to  de- 
scribe when  he  interlined  the  word  Robert  in  the  said 
letter,  and  the  person  whom  he  meant  to  describe  by  the 
name  of  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw  in  his  rough  notes  or 
roemorandumsi  was  the  second  son  of  the  said  testator's 
daughter,  Elizabeth  Bradshaw,  and  not  her  eldest  son ; 
and  that  the  second  son  of  Elizabeth  Bradshaw  was  in- 
tended to  be  the  object  of  the  testator's  bounty :  that  the 
reason  why,  in  the  draft  from  which  the  last  will  was  taken, 
Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw  was  named  and  described  as 
the  second  son  of  the  testator's  daughter,  Eliza  Bradshaw, 
was,  that  Mr.  Pennock  supposed  that  Robert  Blagrove 
was  the  correct  name  of  Eliza  Bradshaw's  second  son,  the 
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1836.         said  former  draft  wills   marked  E  and  F,  in  which  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw  was  mentioned  as  the  eldest  son  of 
V.  the  said  testator^s  daughter,  not  being  referred  to ;  the 

said  draft  £  having  been,  no  doubt,  laid  aside  as  soon  as 
the  copy  was  made  of  it  for  counseKs  perusal,  and  the  draft 
marked  F  having  been  in  all  probability  put  aside  for  safe 
custody  as  soon  as  the  same  had  been  executed  by  the 
testator. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  Master  certified  that  he  found  that 
the  said  Henry  Bradshaw  was  the  person  meant  and  in- 
tended by  the  said  testator,  under  the  name  and  descrip- 
tion in  his  will  of  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw,  the  second 
son  of  his  daughter  Eliza,  the  wife  of  James  Bradshaw, 
and  under  the  description  and  name  of  his  grandson, 
Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw. 

To  this  report  the  defendants,  Henry  John  Coore,  and 
Richard  Lechmere  Coore,  took  an  exception,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Master  ought  to  have  certified  that  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw  in  the  Master's  report,  and  in  the 
pleadings  of  the  cause  named,  but  now  deceased,  was  the 
person  meant  and  intended  by  the  said  testator  under  the 
above  name  and  description. 

Mr.  Boteler^  and  Mr.  PhilUmore,  for  the  exception. — 
The  eldest  son  of  Eliza  Bradshaw  is  intended  to  take 
under  the  will.  Even  if  there  were  any  doubt  upon  that 
point,  Pennock*s  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
alteration  of  the  name  of  the  devisee,  all  through  the  will. 
The  pencil  note  made  by  the  testator  in  draft  E,  shews 
that  he  knew  that  Robert  Blagrove  Bradshaw  was  the 
eldest  son.  The  purport  of  that  note  is  to  leave  the  Ab- 
shott  plate  to  Robert ;  and,  in  his  will,  the  testator  gives 
the  Blagrove  plate  to  the  owners  of  the  Abshott  estate. 
These  two  circumstances  combined,  clearly  shew  that  the 
Abshott  estate,  at  all  events,  was  to  go  to  the  eldest  son. 
Besides,  Mr.  Pennock*s   rough  note  as   to   the  Abshott 
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estate,  corroborates   that   view  of  the  case;   he  treats         1836. 
Robert  as  the  eldest  soDi  observiniir  that  "  he  has  several 
brothers,  second,  third,  fourth.'' 


9. 
BRADSHAW. 


Mr.  Simpiingan,  and  Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  report. — 
The  Master  is  right  on  the  evidence ;  but,  independently 
of  the  evidence,  the  true  construction  of  the  will  is  on  the 
Master's  finding.  The  question  is,  whether  the  person 
who  answers  the  description  of  the  second  son,  or  the 
person  whose  Christian  name  is  properly  stated,  but  who 
does  not  answer  that  description,  is  to  take.  It  is  admitted 
that,  as  this  is  a  latent  ambiguity,  parol  evidence  is  admis- 
sible to  explain  it. 

The  testator  had  three  married  daughters.  By  a  will 
made  antecedently  to  this  will,  he  had  devised  his  estates 
in  the  West  Indies  for  the  benefit  of  the  eldest  children 
of  those  daughters.  The  Cardiff  Hall  estate  had  been 
given  to  the  eldest  son  of  his  daughter,  Mrs.  Bradshaw, 
(a  blank  being  left  for  that  eldest  son's  name),  with  re- 
mainder to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with  remainder 
over,  in  default  of  issue,  to  the  devisees  of  the  Orange 
Valley  estate.  The  testator  not  knowing  the  names  of  all 
his  grandchildren,  blanks  were  left  in  the  draft  of  that 
will.  Many  of  them  were  not  filled  up  when  the  testator 
executed  that  will.  Even  the  devise  to  the  eldest  son  of 
Mrs.  Blagrove  remained  in  blank  till  it  was  interlined  by 
Mr.  Pennock,  immediately  before  the  testator  executed  it. 
It  is  true  that  there  is  a  memorandum  in  pencil  on  that  draft 
will,  in  which  the  testator  states  that  Robert  B.  Bradshaw  is 
the  eldest  son  of  Mr.  Bradshaw.  But  it  is  clear,  from  the 
testator's  letters  and  conduct  subsequent  to  his  making  that 
memorandum,  that  he  had  forgotten  that  Robert  was  the 
eldest  son  of  his  daughter,  and  that  he  had  mistaken  the 
names  of  his  grandchildren,  so  as  not  to  be  able  to  furnish 
Mr.  Pennock  with  materials  for  a  second  will.  The  letter  of 
the  25th  of  November,  1823,  in  which  he  speaks  of  making 
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183d.        progress  in  the  devise  of  the  Cardiff  Hall  estate  to  James 
Bradshaw     Blagrove  Bradshaw,  there  being  no  such  person,  proTes, 

9.  both  that  he  was  unacquainted  with  his  grandchildren's 

Bradshaw. 

names^  and  also  that   he  intended  an  alteration  in  the 

devise  to  Mrs.  Bradshaw's  eldest  son.  If  he  did  not 
contemplate  such  alteration^  what  occasion  was  there  to 
make  progress  in  the  devise  to  him,  when  he  was  already 
•  to  have  the  property  ?  Besides,  if  he  considered  James  to 
be  the  eldest  son,  he  was  as  much  mistaken  in  the  name 
of  the  devisee  on  their  construction,  as  on  ours.  [7%e 
Lard  Chief  Baron. — When  the  testator  wrote  that  letter^ 
lie  had  either  forgotten  that  Robert  was  the  name  of  the 
eldest  son,  or  he  meant  to  change  the  devise.]  He  meant 
evidently  to  give  the  property  to  some  other  indiyidual. 
He  mistook  the  name  of  that  individual,  though  he  did 
not  mistake  the  description.  The  mistake  in  the  name  is 
not  remarkable,  for  even  the  names  of  the  Coores  are 
wrongly  stated  in  the  will.  They  appear  with  single 
Christian  names  throughout. 

Then,  assuming  that  the  name  used  by  the  testator 
was  used  by  mistake  merely,  the  question  is,  whether, 
under  all  the  circumstances^  the  party  who  is  really  the 
second  son  is  entitled  to  take  ?  If  there  were  any  doubt 
as.  to  the  evidence,  the  will  itself  is  clear.  The  testator 
meant  to  raise  two  families,  in  whom  the  Bradshaw  pro* 
perty  was  to  remain  distinct  from  that  of  the  Coores: 
but  he  also  meant  to  make  the  second  son  of  each  of 
those  houses  the  object  of  his  bounty.  He  therefore,  in 
the  first  instance,  devises  the  Cardiff  estate  to  the  second 
son  of  Mrs.  Bradshaw,  with  remainder  to  the  second  and 
third  sons  of  Mrs.  Coore.  He  next  devises  the  Orange 
Valley  estate  to  the  second  and  third  sons  of  Mrs.  Coore, 
with  remainder  to  the  second  son  of  Mrs.  Bradshaw. 
When  he  comes  to  the  Magotty  estates,  he  devises  them 
differently.  The  reason  why  the  second  sons  are  pre- 
ferred as  to  the  other  estates  does  not  apply  in  that 
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instance*      He  therefore  devises  those  estates  to  Mrs.         1836. 
ParkiD  and  her  children,  with  remainder  simply  in  favour     bradsuaW 
of  Robert  B.  Bradshaw  and  his  issue.    When  we  come  «> 

to  the  Great  Abshott  estate^  it  is  c)ear  that  the  testator 
meant  all  along  to  exclude  the  eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Brad* 
shaw;  because  he  gives  that  estate  to  Eliza  Bradshaw 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  said  grandson  Robert  B. 
Bradshaw  for  his  Ufe,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  the  third, 
fourth,  Jiftft ,  and  every  other  son  of  his  daughter,  Mrs. 
Bradshaw,  in  tail  male.  This  not  only  shews  that  the 
second  son  was  intended  to  take  in  the  first  instance,  but 
it  clears  up  the  objection  ariring  from  the  words  of  Mr. 
Pennock's  memorandum.  This  limitation  in  the  will 
corresponds  with  Mr.  Pennock's  idea,  that,  besides  the 
second  son  of  Mrs.  Bradshaw,  there  were  three  other 
sons.  It  is  true  that  in  the  rough  note  or  memorandum 
which  he  took  at  the  moment,  he  stated  them  as  second, 
third,  and  fourth,  and  in  the  will  itself  they  are  stated  as 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth,  but  the  variation  is  not  such  as 
the  Court  will,  under  the  circumstances,  regard  as  im- 
portant, or  consider  as  having  originated  in  any  thing 
beyond  mistake  in  the  solicitor. 

If  the  construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side  is 
to  prevail,  it  is  clear,  that,  as  regards  the  Abshott  estates, 
the  second  son  of  Mrs.  Bradshaw  must  be  excluded,  al- 
though the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  may  take.  What  could 
be  the  object  of  excluding  a  second  son  ?  One  can  under- 
stand that  an  elder  son  may  be  excluded,  because  the  party 
may  have  property  coming  to  him  from  another  source ; 
but  that  reason  cannot  generally  apply  to  the  case  of  a 
second  son. 

Mr.  Boteler^  in  reply. — We  must  collect  the  meaning 
of  the  testator  to  have  been,  that  Robert  Blagrove  Brad- 
shaw, personally,  should   partake  of  his  bounty.      The 
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1836.        question  is  not  whether  the  eldest  or  second  son  should 
take,  but  whether  Robert,  the  person  named  in  the  wiH^ 
o.  should  take,  or,  Henry,  the  second  son,  the  party  de- 

scribed by  relationship,  should  take.  It  is  clear  that  the 
testator,  in  the  first  instance,  knew  who  was  Robert  B. 
Bradshaw.  Afterwards,  in  September,  1823,  he  talks  of 
making  some  alteration  in  his  will.  In  the  first  letter 
which  he  writes,  he  explains  what  that  alteration  is.  It 
relates  only  to  the  devise  which  had  before  been  made  to 
Frederick.  When  he  alludes  to  the  Cardiff*  Hall  estate, 
he  speaks  of  the  possessor  of  it  withodt  mentioning  any 
alteration  in  that  devise.  It  is  said,  indeed,  that  the  sub- 
sequent letter  proves  that  an  alteration  was  intended  in 
the  devise  of  the  Cardiff  estate,  because,  othervrise,  a  rough 
section  of  that  devise  would  not  be  wanted.  That,  how- 
ever, is  but  weak  evidence  of  such  intended  alteration. 
The  change  of  the  name  from  Robert  to  James  might, 
certainly,  be  evidence  of  an  intention  to  devise  to  somebody 
else;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  might  prove  no  more  than 
that  the  testator  had  forgotten  that  Robert  was  the  eldest 
son.  Suppose,  however,  that  the  testator  meant  to  sub- 
stitute another  person ;  how  happened  it  that,  when  he 
and  Mr.  Pennock  met  again,  the  name  of  James  was  struck 
out,  and  Robert  inserted  in  pencil  ?  After  all,  the  only 
material  alteration  intended  to  be  made  related  to  the 
Abshott  estate.  That  had,  by  the  former  will,  been  given 
to  some  persons  of  the  name  of  Hawkins,  and  it  was  now 
intended  to  be  given  to  the  Bradshaws.  There  is  no 
evidence,  either  by  the  letters  or  otherwise,  that  the  de- 
vise of  the  Cardiff  Hall  estate  was  to  be  altered.  The 
argument  that  the  testator  meant  to  favour  the  second 
sons  of  each  house,  entirely  falls  to  the  ground,  when  it  is 
considered  that,  in  the  first  will,  there  were  the  same 
limitations  to  the  eldest  sons  of  each  house. 

It  is  clear,  from  all  the  circumstances,  that  the  testator 
favoured  that  grandson  who  bore  his  own  name.  Through- 
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out  the  whole  will|  till  you  come  to  the  devise  of  the  Abshott 
estate,  Robert  B.  Bradshaw  is  only  once  described  as  the 
testator's  second  son  In  all  other  parts  he  is  called  his 
"  said  grandson."  In  this,  the  testator  makes  a  distinc- 
tion between  that  grandson  and  the  Coores,  who  are  seve* 
ral  times  named  as  the  second  and  third  sons  of  Mrs.  Coore. 
The  same  inference  may  be  drawn  from  what  took  place 
in  the  communications  between  the  testator  and  his  solici- 
tor. HoWf  then,  was  it  possible  that,  when  Mr.  Pennock 
committed  the  result  of  these  communications  to  paper,  he 
should  have  supposed  Robert  B.  Bradshaw  to  be  any  other 
than  the  eldest  son?  He  could  not  have  overlooked  a 
name  so  perpetually  recurring.  His  very  memorandum 
proves  that  he  did  not  regard  him  in  any  other  light,  and 
why  he  should  have  given  instructions  to  counsel  differing 
from  those  which  he  had  received  from  the  mouth  of 
the  testator,  it  is  impossible  to  tell.  With  respect  to 
the  will  itself,  there  is  nothing  as  regards  the  devisees  of 
the  Cardiff  Hall  and  Orange  Valley  estates,  which  shew 
that  Robert  was  less  an  object  of  the  testator's  bounty 
than  Henry.  But  it  is  attempted  to  draw  that  inference 
by  referring  to  the  devise  of  the  Abshott  estate;  and  it  is 
said^  that,  if  Henry  takes  that  estate  under  the  will,  he 
must  also  take  under  the  devises  of  the  other  estates,  or 
the  will  will  he  inconsistent.  But,  whatever  might  be  the 
effect  of  that  clause  under  other  circumstances,  it  is  to  be 
remembered  that  the  whole  of  this  will  has  been  drawn 
from  mistaken  instructions,  and  therefore  there  is  no  par- 
ticular reason  for  putting  a  construction  on  the  latter 
clause  favourable  to  the  second  son.  If,  according  to  our 
construction,  the  omission  of  the  second  son  cannot  be  ac- 
counted for,  it  is  equally  difficult  on  their  construction  to 
account  for  the  omission  of  Frederick.  But  the  omission 
of  both  may  be  accounted  for  on  the  very  ground  on 
which  they  rely  :  namely,  that  the  Bradshaws  were  amply 
provided  for. 
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1836.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — If  I  entertained  any  doubt 

,!     "     '      about  the  integrity  of  Mr.  Pennock,  or  if  this  instrument, 
V.  which  was  made  from  instructions  given  to  him,  had  been 

prepared  and  executed  at  some  distance  of  time  from  the 
period  when  the  conversation  took  place  between  him  and 
the  testator,  I  should  hardly  venture,  upon  the  parol  evi- 
dence alone,  to  decide  this  point  without  directing  an 
issue.  But  it  is  admitted  that  Mr.  Pennock  is  a  man  of 
integrity :  I  must  say  therefore,  that  it  is  probable,  if  an 
issue  were  directed,  that  the  jury  would  draw  the  same 
inference  on  the  subject  that  I  have  done.  But  the  parol 
evidence  is  not  the  only  matter  deserving  of  consideration. 
The  will  itself  furnishes  observations  to  shew  that  the 
testator  meant  to  provide  for  his  daughter's  second  son. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  testator  either  mistook  the 
name  of  the  second  son  to  be  Robert,  or,  if  he  meant 
Robert,  he  mistook  him  to  be  the  second  son ;  that  is  to 
say,  he  mistook  either  the  name  or  the  description  of  the 
individual  whom  he  intended  should  take.  It  has  generally 
been  found,  where  mistakes  have  been  assumed  to  have 
been  made  either  in  the  name  or  description  of  the  de- 
visee, or  the  property  devised,  that  the  mistake  has  been 
made  in  the  name  and  not  in  the  description.  In  devises 
of  real  estate,  where  a  testator  has  mistaken  the  name  of 
the  county  where  the  lands  lie,  but  yet  has  given  such  a 
description  of  them  that  the  mistake  can  be  explained, 
the  description  has  been  held  to  prevail  over  the  mistake 
in  the  name.  Thus,  where  a  testator  has  devised  lands 
in  the  county  of  A.,  which  he  purchased  of  a  certain  in- 
dividual, to  one  person,  and  his  lands  in  the  county  of  B. 
to  another  person,  and  it  turns  out  that  the  lands  pur- 
chased lie  in  the  county  of  B.  and  not  in  that  of  A., 
Courts  of  justice  have  gone  so  far  as  to  transpose  the 
names  of  the  counties. 

If  a  party  means  to  describe  a  particular  object  whibh 
he  has  in  view,  he  is  more  likely  to  be  correct  in  descrip- 
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tions  than  in  names.     It  seems  to  me  that  the  truth  of        1836. 
that  observation  very  much  applies  to  the  present  case.      "    "     " 
It  is  clear  that  Mr.  Blagrove  did  not  know,  or  at  least,  at  v. 

one  time,  if  he  ever  knew,  had  forgotten  the  name  of  the  ^^dshaw. 
eldest  son  of  Mrs.  Bradshaw.  The  devise  is  to  Robert 
Blagrove  Bradshaw,  as  the  second  son  of  Elizabeth  Brad- 
shaw. It  is  true,  that  afterwards  there  is  no  repetition  of 
the  words  '^  second  son,"  as  applied  to  him,  but  only  the 
words  **  said  grandson.*'  In  the  argument  for  the  excep- 
tion, the  absence  of  that  repetition  has  been  much  dwelt 
upon ;  but  1  know  not  how  to  place  much  weight  in  that 
circumstance.  If  the  testator  had  repeated  those  words, 
no  doubt  that  would  have  been  important  to  shew  his 
intention  to  continue  in  the  same  plan  of  disposition. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  have  that  evidence,  because  it 
is  clear  that  he  means  the  grandson  whom  he  b&s  before 
described.  Then  ^s  to  the  Abshott  estate,  supposing  in 
the  absence  of  all  evidence  tlie  question  to  be,  who  was 
intended  to  take,  the  second  son  not  being  named — you 
would  say,  which  did  he  mistake,  the  name  or  the  descrip- 
tion ?  Evidently  the  name.  In  the  last  devises  he  mis- 
took the  name  and  not  the  description.  He  there  devised 
to  the  second  son  of  his  daughter,  by  the  name  of  Robert. 
Here,  be  devises  to  the  second  son  of  his  daughter  in  the 
same  manner ;  and  when  he  comes  to  devise  the  Abshott 
estate  in  failure  of  issue  of  his  said  grandson  Robert,  he  de- 
vises it  to  the  third,  fourth,  and  other  sons  of  his  daughter ; 
thereby  shewing  that  he  understood  he  was  devidng 
in  the  first  instance  to  her  second  son,  and  not  to  her 
eldest 

The  testator  is  represented  to  have  been  an  intelligent 
man,  and  I  presume  he  read  bis  will.  If  he  did,  he  must 
have  known  that  he  was  devising  to  the  second  son  of  his 
daughter,  and  that,  in  the  ultimate  devise  of  the  Abshott 
estate,  be  was  devising  to  the  third  and  fourth  sons  of  his 
daughter,  as  he  had  before  devised  to  her  second  son. 
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1836.         If  1  must  presume  that  he  made  a  mistake  one  way  or  the 

Bradshaw     ^^^®'*>  ^'^y  should  I  not  presume  that  he  made  a  mistake 

o.  in  the  name  ?     This  is  either  a  devise  to  the  second  son 

Bradshaw.      .  .  i  1 1     .  ■ 

by  a  wrong  name,  or  to  the  eldest  son  by  a  wrong 
description ;  but  even  if  there  were  no  evidence,  1  should 
be  strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  precise  description 
of  the  second  son  was  less  likely  to  be  erroneous  than 
the  name.  Supposing  the  testator  had  used  the  words 
"  second  son/*  without  any  thing  else,  there  would  have 
been  no  doubt.  Suppose,  again,  he  bad  used  the  name  of 
Robert  only  in  the  devise  of  the  Abshott  estate,  you 
would  have  said  he  took  him  for  the  second  son.  Then 
does  the  present  frame  of  the  will  make  any  difference  ? 

Then  with  respect  to  the  evidence.  The  whole  argu- 
ment of  the  party  contending  that  there  is  a  mistake  in 
the  description,  is  founded  on  the  construction  of  the 
written  memorandum  made  by  Mr.  Pennock,  when,  as 
he  stated,  he  was  in  communication  with  the  testator. 
There  would  be  a  great  deal  in  that  argument  if  it  stood 
alone;  but  to  come  at  a  right  conclusion,  the  whole  of 
the  evidence  must  be  examined.  The  parol  evidence 
clearly  proves  that  the  testator  made  a  mistake  in  the 
name  of  the  devisee.  It  should  seem  that  he  originally 
knew  nothing  of  the  names  of  his  grandchildren.  He 
afterwards,  it  appears,  knew  that  the  name  of  the  eldest 
son  was  Robert.  Assuming  that  he  knew  that  fact  in 
18^1,  what  followed?  In  November,  1823,  he  wrote  a 
letter  in  which  he  either  supposed  the  name  to  be  James, 
or  from  which  it  is  clear  that  he  did  not  mean  to  devise  to 
the  eldest  son.  If  he  meant  to  devise  to  a  different  per- 
son, who  was  that  different  person  except  the  person 
described  in  the  will?  Assume  that  it  was  an  altered  de- 
vise  in  favour  of  some  person  not  named  before  ;  who 
was  that  person  but  the  person  described  in  the  will — 
namely,  the  second  son  ?  If  the  mistake  be  in  the  name, 
it  lets  in  parol  evidence ;  and  Mr.  Pennock  declares  he 
understood  Robert  to  be  the  second  son.     He  swears  he 
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believed  that  to  be  the  fact.     Whether,  therefore,  he  had         1836. 
the  former  draft  before   him  or  not,   would   leave  that     J     " 

Beadshaw 

belief  unsuspected.     At  one  of  his  interviews  with  the     _     o. 
testator,  conceiving  that  the  testator  had  made  a  mistake, 

* 

and  had  said  James  instead  of  Robert,  he  struck  out  the 
word  James  and  inserted  that  of  Robert,  still  believing 
Robert  to  be  the  second  son.  You  have  therefore  the 
person  who  made  the  will  swearing  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  name  of  Robert  was  inserted.  All  you 
have  against  that  evidence,  is  the  written  memorandum, 
which  has  been  so  much  relied  on.  But  that  will  not  out- 
weigh the  strong  evidence  of  Mr.  Pennock.  It  appears 
to  me  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  explain  why,  if 
the  testator  meant  to  give  the  property  to  the  eldest  son, 
he  should  have  given  it  Co  the  second. 

Mr.  Pennock's  evidence  is  of  the  more  importance,  be* 
cause  it  is  plain  that  he  took  down  his  memorandums  at 
the  time  of  receiving  his  instructions  from  the  testator. 
The  memorandums  are  such,  that  no  one  could  have  made 
them  except  those  who  took  them  down.  However  ob- 
scure they  might  be,  yet  if  he  took  them  down  at  the  time, 
and  very  shortly  after  prepared  instructions  from  them 
for  counsel,  they  would  well  assist  his  memory.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  also  that  Mr.  Pennock's  account  is  not  con- 
tradicted but  confirmed  by  Mr.  Blagrove*s  letter,  from 
which  it  seems  clear  that  he  meant  to  provide  for  those 
who  were  likely  to  be  least  provided  for.  In  this  letter  he 
states  the  Bradshaws  to  be  rich,  which  is  an  additional 
circumstance  against  construing  this  devise  in  favour  of 
the  eldest  son. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  a  jury,  after  hearing  the 
evidence  of  this  gentleman  who  was  the  testator's  soli- 
dtor,  and  who  took  down  his  instructions  in  writing, 
would  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  the  Master. 

Exception  overruled. 
See  Doe  d.  Lc  Chevalier  y.  Hutkwaite,  3  B.  &  Aid.  632. 
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1836. 

AprU  28/A. 
May  5th,  LlYESAT  V.  ReDFERN. 

Tetutrix  be.  £lIZ  ABETH  GOODLAD,  by  a  codicil  to  her  wiU, 
Doiuofioouo  t^^ter  bequeathing  an  annuity  of  100/.  to  trustees  upon 
***d*"hmed*th**  tTUSt  to  pay  the  same  by  equal  quarterly  payments  to  her 
same  upon  her  oiecc  for  her  life^  free  from  the  control,  debts,  and  engage- 
perty  in  Wim-  ments  of  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband,  pro- 
aUand w^her  ^^ceded  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity  in  the 
residuary  per-     following  words :  **  And  I  do  hereby  charge  and  make  the 

sonal  estate  and  . 

effecuwhatso-  Said  annuity  of  100/.  chargeable  upon  and  issuing  and 
exoeptlberiease-  Payable  out  of  my  leasehold  messuage  or  tenement  and 
^^•— S"i?Ai^  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  Wimpole 
this  was  a  de-  Street  aforesaid,  and  my  present  and  future  terms,  estates, 
gacy.  and  interests  therein,  and  all  and  every  my  residuary  per- 

sonal estate  and  efifects  whatsoever  and  wlieresoever,  save 
and  except  my  leasehold  property  and  premises  at  Rich- 
mond^ in  the  county  of  Surrey." 

The  question  was,  whether  this  legacy  was  pecuniary, 
in  the  ordinary  sense,  or  demonstrative.  In  the  latter  case, 
payment  of  the  annuity  in  full  would  be  secured  to  the 
annuitant,  notwithstanding  there  was  a  prospect  of  a 
deficiency  in  the  testatrix's  assets. 

Mr.  Lynch  and  Mr.  Cory,  for  the  plaintiff — If  tlie  clause 
at  the  end  of  the  bequest,  commencing  with  the  words 
**  and  all  and  every  my  residuary  personal  estate,*'  had 
been  omitted,  no  doubt  this  would  have  been  a  specific 
legacy  ;  but  it  will  be  contended  that  these  words  make  it 
pecuniary.  It  is  not  pecuniary,  but  demonstrative ;  that 
is  to  say,  it  is  payable  out  of  particular  property  in  pre- 
ference to  other  legacies,  but  payable  at  all  events ;  not 
partaking  of  the  character  of  a  specific  legacy  so  far  as  to 
fail  in  case  of  the  fund  out  of  which  it  is  primarily  payable 
being  lost.     Here,  the  primary  fund  for  payment  is  the 
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^perty  in  Wimpole  Street,  but  if  that  should  fail,  the        1836» 
deficieDcy  must  be  made  up  out  of  other  parts  of  the  estate       liv^sat 

of  the  testatrix.     The  authorities  for  this  construction  are  »• 

Rbdieen. 

Roberts  v.  Pocock  (a),  Acion  v.  Acion  {b),  Mann  v.  Cope^ 
land  (c).  Smith  v.  Fitxgeraht  (d),  Fontaine  v.  Tyler  {e). 


Mr.  Skirrow  and  Mr.  Sidebottom,  for  the  defendant. — 
In  the  cases  which  haye  been  cited,  the  intention  of  the 
testator  to  make  the  legacy  payable  at  all  events,  was 
much  more  apparent  than  it  is  on  the  face  of  this  will.  In 
Roberts  v.  Pocock^  the  testator  stated  distinctly,  that,  be 
the  events  what  they  might,  the  legacy  should  be  paid.  In 
Maim  ▼.  Copeland^  there  was  a  manifest  intention  to  give 
the  KM.  a-year  under  any  eircumstances.  Here,  the  testa- 
trix meant  to  do  no  more  than  enumerate  particular  parts 
of  her  property.  The  house  must  be  sold  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legatees  generally. 

Mr.  Eligk  and  Mr.  Heberden,  for  other  parties. 


Mr.  Ljfnchf  in  reply. 

Alderson,  B* — My  present  impression  is,  that  this  is  a 
demonstrative  legacy ;  but  I  will  postpone  my  judgment  for 
a  few  days,  in  order  to  look  into  the  authorities. 


Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  I  thought  it  advisable  to  take      j|%  5th. 
time  to  consider  whether  the  annuity  bequeathed  to  the 
plaintiff,  and   charged  upon   the  leasehold   premises  in 
Wimpole  Street,  was  to  have  a  claim  upon  those  premises 
prior  to  the  other  legacies  given  by  the  will,  or  whether 

(a)  4  Ves.  150.  (c)  2  Madd.  223. 

(b)  I  Mer.  178.  (d)  3  Ves.  &  B.  2. 

(e)  9  Price,  94. 


9;^ 
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1836. 

LiVESAY 
V. 

Rkdfern. 


they  are  all  to  be  put  on  the  same  footing.  And  on  look- 
ing at  this  willy  and  examining  the  authorities^  it  appears 
to  me  that  this  legacy  is  entitled  to  the  priority  claimed 
for  it  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

There  is  no  doubt  that,  strictly  speaking,  this  is  not  a 
specific  legacy.  It  is  a  pecuniary  legacy ,  and  payable  at 
all  events ;  and  if  the  leasehold  premises  mentioned  had 
been  disposed  of  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  legacy 
would  nevertheless  not  have  failed.  But  the  cases  establish 
that,  notwithstanding  a  legacy  may  be  pecuniary,  yet  it 
may  still  have  priority  if  it  be  charged  by  the  testator  on 
specific  property  ;  and  in  that  case,  as  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  says  in  Smith  v.  Fiixgerald,  the  same  legacy  may  be 
both  specific  and  pecuniary.  And  according  to  the  ^ases 
of  Acton  V.  Acton,  and  Roberts  v.  Pocock,  it  would  have 
priority  over  other  legacies  in  respect  of  the  property  on 
which  it  is  specifically  charged,  subject  only  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  testator's  debts. 

I  think,  therefore,  that,  as  to  this  part  of  the  case,  there 
must  be  a  decree  as  prayed  by  the  plaintiff'. 

On  the  other  parts  of  the  case  the  parties,  are  agreed. 


Decree  accordingly. 


April  28M. 

Where  the  in- 
terest due  upon 
a  mortgage  had 
become  inar- 


Blackburn  V.  Warwick  and  Wife. 

X  HE  defendants  being  seised  of  certain  copyhold  lands 
in  right  of  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Warwick,  executed  a 
mortgage  of  those  premises,  dated  the  1st  May,  1795,  for 

rear,  and  in  the  .  ,<^  .     i»i     i  ■  i  « 

mortgagee's  ac-  sccuring  to  Quentin  Blackbum  the  repayment  of  WOOL 
muwe«3^  and  interest.  In  18()1  the  defendants  further  charged 
from  time  to       ^[|g  game  premises  with  a  sum  of  900/.  and  interest,  which 

timci  on  wbicb  ' 

interest  was  cal- 
culated, and  ul- 
timately a  general  account  of  all  arrears,  calculated  on  the  footing  of  those  resU,  was  signed  by  the 
mortgagor  and  confirmed  by  a  deed,  executed  by  him  three  years  afterwards,  for  securing  repay- 
ment of  the  balance  to  the  mortgagee  : — Heldt  that  these  transactions  were  not  usurious,  and  that 
the  mortgagor  was  liable  for  the  balance. 


Warwick. 
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bad  been  advanced  to  them  by  the  same  party.     They  at         1836. 
the  same  time  executed  certain  indentures  of  lease  and  " 

Blackburm 

rekase,  bearing  date  the  ^9th  and  30th  October,  1801,  v. 

diarging  certain  freehold  lands  with  these  sums.  In  1802, 
the  interest  on  these  sums  became  in  arrear;  and  although 
the  mortgagee  frequently  applied  for,  and  occasionally 
obtained  some  payments  in  respect  of  interest,  yet  the  ar- 
rears continued  to  increase  for  several  years  afterwards. 
The  mortgagee  entered  these  arrears  and  payments  in  his 
books,  and  from  time  to  time  made  rests  on  the  arrears, 
and  calculated  interest  thereon.  It  was  alleged,  but  that 
did  not  appear,  except  by  the  entry  hereafter  noticed, 
that  settlements  were  come  to  between  the  mortgagor  and 
laor^agee,  at  the  respective  times  of  making  those  rests, 
the  mortgagee  agreeing  not  to  sue  the  mortgagor  in  con- 
sideration of  interest  being  allowed  to.  him  pn  the  rests. 

In  ISlS-Quentin  Blackburn  died,  having  by  his  will  ap- 
pointed Quentin  Blackburn,  his  son  and  heir-at-law,  to  be 
his  executor.  In  November  1816,  Blackburn,  the  son,  as 
it  appeared  from  an  entry  in  his  books,  settled  an  account 
respecting  the  mortgage  with  the  defendant  Thomas  War- 
wick. The  entry  was  signed  by  Warvirick,  and  apparently 
confirmed  the  previous  settlements  alleged  to  have  been 
made  with  Blackburn,  the  father.  Upon  this  settlement 
the  sum  of  1500/.  appeared,  to  be  due  to  the  mortgagee 
for  arrears;  and  by  an  indenture  bearing  date  15th  March, 
1819,  and  executed  by  Warwick,  the  repayment  of  this 
sum  as  well  as  of  the  former  sums,  was  secured  to  the 
mortgagee. 

On  the  Ist  January,  1826,  Blackburn,  the  son,  died ; 
having  by  his  will,  dated  in  18£2,  devised  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  appointed  them  his 
executors.  A  bill  of  foreclosure  was  then  filed  by  the 
plaintiffs  against  the  defendants;  but  shortly  after  the 
institution  of  that  suit,  the  defendants  proposed  a  com- 
promise.    This  was  consented  to  upon  terms;  and  the 
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1896-        defendants  then  executed  indentares  of  lease  and  release, 

BblcKBUKs     ^•^^  *®  ^^^  '^  ^*  November  1827,  by  Hrhich,  aftar 
V*  reciting  that  3500A  was  secured  by  a  former  deed,  aDd 

3001,  was  due  for  arrears  of  interest,  and  afler  reoiting 
the  suit  in  the  Exchequer,  they  eonyeyed  to  the  plaintiflb 
the  fee-simple  of  the  premises  in  trust,  in  default  of  regu^ 
lar  payment  of  the  interest,  for  sale  and  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  out  of  the  proceeds.  A  fine  was  levied  of  Mrs.  War* 
wick's  interest  in  the  premises. 

The  interest  having  become  again  in  arrear,  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  Michaelmas  Term,  1830,  brought  their  action  of 
ejectment  to  recover  possession  of  the  premises.  Before 
judgment  was  obtained,  the  defendant,  Thomas  Warwick, 
agreed  to  attorn  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  tenant,  at  200L  a-ycar, 
which  they  consented  to.  No  rent  or  interest,  however, 
was  paid ;  and,  after  a  long  correspondence  between  the 
parties,  the  property  was  put  up  for  sale,  but  met  with  no 
bidder.  The  present  bill  was  ti^n  filed,  snggeeting  thai 
the  sale  had  been  prevented  by  means  of  the  defendant 
Thomas  Warwick  having  spread  reports  reflecting  4m  the 
title  to  the  premises,  and  praying  that  the  deeds  of  18S7 
might  be  carried  into  execution  under  the  decree  of  the 
Court. 

The  defence  set  up  was,  that  the  deeds  of  1816  and 
1827  were  usurious  and  void. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Phillimore,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  O.  Anderdon^  for  the  defendants. — 
The  original  mortgage  and  further  charge  are  not  objected 
to,  but  the  subsequent  settlements  are  usurious;  and  ev«n 
the  acquiescence  of  the  defendants  in  those  settlements 
will  not  render  them  valid.  The  bill  treats  the  case  as  if 
the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  had  met  together  and  agreed 
to  turn  interest  into  principal ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the 
books  were  not  seen  by  Warwick  till  1816.  The  balances 
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are  drawn  up  in  such  manner  as  a  Court  of  equity  will  not  1836. 
permit.  Had  the  plaintiffs  taken  simple  interest  from  "  ' 
1803  to  1816,  and  then  a  new  deed  had  been  executed  _  v. 
converting  interest  into  principal,  there  would  have  been 
DO  cause  of  complaint.  But»  as  a  mortgagee  cannot  stipu** 
late  a  priori  that  he  will  make  rests  from  year  to  year  and 
convert  interest  into  principal^  so  neither  is  such  a  con* 
version  allowable,  except  at  long  intervals,  even  without  a 
previous  stipulation^  and  with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor^ 
This  may  be  inferred  from  the  opinions  of  Lord  Thur^ 
km  (a)  and  Lord  Eldon.  In  Chambers  v.  Goldmn  {b\ 
the  latter  learned  Judge  says»  *'  There  is  nothing  unfair, 
or  perhaps  illegal,  in  taking  a  covenant  originally,  that  if 
interest  is  not  paid  at  the  end  of  a  year,  it  shall  be  con* 
verted  into  principal ;  but  the  Court  will  not  permit  that 
■s  tending  to  usury,  though  not  usury."  [Alderson,  B.— 
I  do  not  exactly  see  how  a  thing  which  is  not  usury 
tends  to  usury.  It  is  not  a  very  f  trong  opinion.  Does  it 
go  beyond  this,  that,  except  you  can  infer  it  upon  the 
custom  between  the  parties,  interest  upon  interest  can- 
not be  calculated  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage?  If  you 
could  make  out  that  no  previous  contract  or  arrangement 
had  been  executed,  but  that  every  thing  was  done  in  No- 
vember, 1816,  you  might  have  some  ground  for  argument ; 
but  the  question  is,  whether  the  Court  may  not  reasonably 
infer  that  from  time  to  time  there  were  arrangements  be* 
tween  the  parties?]  The  accounts  were  kept  and  the 
receipts  made  out  in  the  mortgagee's  books ;  and,  ex- 
cept in  one  instance,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  dcr 
fendant  ever  signed  them.  This  is  not  an  account 
between  merchants  or  bankers,  but  simply  between 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee.  In  such  cases,  although,  as 
Lord  Thurlow  said^  there  is  perhaps  no  good  reason  why 
interest  upon  interest  should  not  be  allowed,  still,  it  is 
contrary  to  the  practice  of  Courts  of  equity  to  allow  it. 

(«)  Er  parte  Champion,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  43C.  (6)  9  Ves.  271. 
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1836.         [Aldertony  B. — Usury  is  a  creature  of  the  law,  which  in 
g^^^P^     '       that  respect  must  be  obeyed »  but  no  more.     In  my  judg- 
o.  ment,  if  taking  interest  upon  interest  is  not  usury,  it  is 

nothing  at  all  but  a  laudable  practice.  If  the  parties  have 
chosen  to  make  an  equity  for  themseh'es,  why  should  I  set 
it  aside  ?]  The  defendants  are  in  the  situation  of  per- 
sons under  the  protection  of  a  Court  of  equity;  and 
being  in  that  situation,  the  mortgagee  has  taken  the 
account  in  a  way  he  ought  not  to  have  done.  In  Sack" 
eit  V.  Bassett  (a),  a  case  in  many  respects  like  the 
present,  Sir  Thomas  Plomer  thought  the  question  suf- 
ficiently doubtful  to  direct  an  issue.  In  Thomhill  v. 
Evans  (6),  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  rests  could  not 
be  made  while  the  relation  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee 
existed,  except  upon  the  advance  of  fresh  money.  [Aiders 
son,  B. — ^There  is  no  evidence  stated  in  that  case.  Is 
there  any  case  where  a  bargain  of  this  description  has 
been  held  to  be  extortion,  upon  the  mere  relation  of 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee ;  or  where  a  Court  of  equity 
has  interfered  to  declare  the  transaction  illegal  where  the 
parties  have  agreed  to  take  interest  upon  interest  at  a 
subsequent  period  ?  Here,  the  interest  first  became  due 
in  1802;  and  100/.  being  due,  a  regular  agreement  was 
made  between  the  parties  that  one  would  not  sue  for  the 
100/.,  provided  the  other  would  agree  to  pay  the  100/L 
with  interest.  If  this  was  done  from  time  to  time,  why 
should  it  not  be  done  ?  The  settlements  were  con- 
firmed by 'the  deed  by  which  the  1500/.  was  raised.] 
The  deed  should  have  been  executed  at  the  time  of  the 
last  settlement.  Instead  of  that,  it  was  not  executed  till 
1819,  which  shews  that  the  settlement  was  not  an  act  of 
deliberation.  There  should  have  been  a  deliberate  act, 
shewing  the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time.    Besides, 

(a)  4  Madd.  58.  (6)  2  Atk.  330. 
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the  deed  states  the  1500/.  to  be  a  further  advance,  the         1836. 
recital  being  that  all  interest  was  paid^jand  that  the  de-    bz^ackburn 
fendants   had  occasion  for  a  further  sum.     The  whole     _    ^' 

Warwick. 

tteisaction  savours  of  oppression.  This  is  not  a  bill  of 
finreclosurey  but  for  equitable  relief.  The  plaintiffs  coining 
ioto-equity,  must  do.'equity.  A  creditor  with  a  security 
and  a  power  of  sale  is  not  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  Court  of 
equity  to  effectuate  that  sale.  The  plaintiffs,  therefore, 
lay  great  stress  upon  the  equitable  consideration  entitling 
tbem,  to  come  here  for  aid  ;  but  it  is  clear  that  if  aid  be 
offered,  it  must  be. upon  equitable  terms.  If  the  plaintiffs 
have  been  overpaid,  the  Court,  on  the  ground  of  oppression, 
win  relieve  the  defendants  to  that  extent,  even  though 
tbey  may  have  assented  to  such  payments :  Bosanquet  v. 
Da$hwoad  (a). 

Mr.  SimpkinsoHf  in  reply. — ^As  to  the  alleged  oppression, 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  mortgagee  took  any  interest 
between  the  years  1816  and  1819,  and  then  he  took  the 
deed  for  the  1500/.  Besides,  this  was  not  an  agreement 
extorted  from  a  person  out  of  possession,  for  Warwick 
was  in  possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  the  whole  time. 
Upon  the  question  of  usury,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss 
tbe  rules  of  equity  in  regard  to  agreements  a  priori ; 
though  it  is  diflScult  to  understand  upon  what  principle 
those  rules  depend.  [Alderson^  B. — In  the  case  of-  a 
mortgage  deed  given  a  priori,  there  is  a  scintilla  of  prin- 
c^e;  for  you  lend  your  money  at  5/.  per  cent,  plus  a  co- 
venant ;  but  I  do  not  see  how  any  principle  drawn  from 
an.  antecedent  can  apply  to  a  subsequent  agreement] 
This  is  a  subsequent  agreement  to  put  the  party  in  the 
litnation  in  which  he  would  have  stood  if  the  other  party 
had  paid  the  money  when  he  ought  to  have  done  so. 
Then  the  deeds  of  1827,  which  actually  recite  the  com- 

(fl)  Ca.  T.T.  38,  40. 

V0L«  II.  H  EQ.  EX. 
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1836.  pf  omise  of  the  Ezohequer  suitt  amount  to  a  (kmpleCe  coih 

^"    '  flrmation  of  all  the  preeedioff  acts  of  the  parties. 

Blackburn  r               o                          mt 


0. 

Warwick. 


Alderson,  B. — ^If  I  entertained  any  doubt  upon  Ae  mam 
question  in  this  cause^  I  should  take  time  to  consider  my 
judgment ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiffs  are  iln* 
titled  to  a  decree,  and  that  the  only  point  of  doubt  isi 
whether  the  sale  of  these  premises  has  been  prevented  by 
the  defendants,  and  if  so,  whether  this  suit  having  been 
rendered  necessary  by  their  conduct,  they  ought  to  be 
made  to  pay  the  costs.  Upon  that  point  I  shall  not  give 
my  opinion  at  present,  but  will  look  into  the  evidence. 
Upon  the  main  question  whether  or  not  they  ought  ta  be 
compelled  to  pay  the  whole  amount  of  4000iL  secured  by 
the  mortgage  deeds,  I  shall  give  my  opinion  immediately. 

In  the  year  1796,  the  sum  of  1100/.  was  advanced  to 
the  defendants  by  way  of  mortgage ;  and  on  the  ISCh  of 
October,  1803,  an  additional  security  was  given  by  theni 
to  the  mortgagee  to  the  amount  of  9002.  The  iniereat 
fell  into  arrear,  and  it  appears  that  in  November,  1816, 
an  account  of  the  arrears  was  taken  between  the  con- 
tracting parties.  The  account  begins  on  the  31st  Octobor, 
1803,  with  a  balance  of  arrears,  upon  which  interest  is 
calculated.  As  the  wliole  account  was  signed  by  War' 
wick,  he  must  have  acknowledged  that  on  the  31st  of 
October,  1803,  there  was  that  sum  due  to  the  mortgagee. 
The  whole  of  the  rests  in  question  proceed  upon  the  same 
footing.  There  is  a  rest  in  1807,  another  in  1809,  an* 
other  in  1813,  and  the  last  in  1816;  in  all  of  which  caleu^ 
lations  were  made  of  interest  upon  interest ;  and  that  was 
carried  into  eflfect  by  the  allowance  of  the  party  himself. 
Therefore,  admitting  those  calculations  to  be  proper*  the 
result  is  a  balance  due  to  the  mortgagee  of  3500/.,  whick 
was  secured  to  him  by  express  agreement. 

Supposing,  as  is  clear  upon  the  evidence,  that  that  ac- 
count was  signed  by  Warwick,  and  that  he  was  furnished 
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with  ft  eopy  of  the  agreement,  what  eTidence  is  there  upon         1836. 
which  the  Court  can  rely  arising  out  of  the  relative  situa-        acmurm 
tion  of  the  parties  as  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  to  induce  «• 

.  1.1,  .  Warwick. 

It  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  any  oppression 
in  this  case  ?  There  is  not  enough  to  induce  the  Court 
to  come  to  that  conclusion,  even  in  the  original  state  of 
the  transactions,  but  more  especially  when  they  are  found 
to  be  based  upon  a  regular  agreement  between  the  parties. 
Theiij  is  there  any  thing  illegal  in  the  agreement  itself?  It 
is  said,  that  if  parties  enter  into  an  original  agreement  by 
way  of  mortgage,  they  cannot  recover  more  than  5L  per 
cent,  beyond  the  principal  money,  and  that  if  they  take  a 
stipulation— that  if  the  interest  is  not  paid  at  the  time,  the 
aiortgagor  shall  pay  interest  upon  it  until  the  arrears  are 
paid — that  is  illegal.  Now,  in  holding  this  to  be  the  rule, 
I  prestime  the  Courts  suppose  that  some  advantage  imme- 
diately aeerues  to  the  mortgagee  under  the  deed,  ulira 
the  allowance  of  5^  per  cent,  interest,  and  that  that  ad- 
vantage being  secured  by  an  original  stipulation,  the  con- 
tract savours  of  usury.  If  the  rule  cannot  be  supported 
on  that  groundi  it  appears  to  me  that  it  cannot  be  sup- 
ported at  alL  I  confess  I  do  not  see  why  sucli  interest 
might  not  be  allowed,  even  where  the  stipulation  to  pay 
is  contained  in  the  original  deed  ;  but  be  that  as  it  may, 
there  the  covenant  being  part  of  the  original  terms  of  the 
contract,  is  part  of  the  original  advantage  accruing  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  the  Courts  will  not  sanction  such  a  con- 
tract. So  neither  will  the  Courts  allow  interest  upon  in- 
terest where  the  party  comes  to  an  account  with  his 
debtor,  which  he  afterwards  seeks  to  enforce  through 
the  medium  of  a  Court  of  equity.  In  that  case  it  is  con- 
fldered  that  where  parties  who  are  entitled  to  the  repay- 
■ent  of  a  principal  sum  with  simple  interest  have  neg- 
lected to  enforce  payment  of  the  interest,  that  was  their 
own  omission,  and  the  Court  leaves  them  to  take  the  con- 
seqnaneeeof  that  neglect,  and  will  not  give  them  an  equity 

h2 
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1836.         founded  upon  their  own  laches.  That  rule  is  consistent  with 
^  equity  and  common  sense  ;  but  there  is  no  reason  why,  if 

JDLACK.BURN 

r.  the  parties  settle  the  matter  between  themselves,  and  the 

one  party  gives  time  to  the  other  for  payment  of  the  arrears 
in  consideration  of  the  allowance  of  interest  on  the  balance, 
they  should  not  afterwards  be  compelled  to  abide  by  that 
settlement.  It  seems  tome»  therefore,  that  they  ought  not 
to  be  permitted  to  come  here  to  have  such  a  settlement  set 
aside.  At  all  events,  no  case  has  been  cited  to  that  eflfect, 
and  I  shall  not  be  the  party  to  make  a  precedent  of  that 
nature,  which  if  made,  would,  I  think,  be  contrary  ta 
equity  and  common  sense. 

In  the  case  decided  by  Lord  Thurlow^  and  cited  at  the 
bar,  it  is  observed  by  that  eminent  authority^  in  ref^prence 
to  cases  where  interest  upon  interest  is  allowed,  that  if 
the  parties  mean  that  the  debt  should  carry  that  interest, 
they  must  say  so  by  their  agreement.  Here,  the  parties  have 
said  so,  and  have  carried  their  intention  into  effect  by  the 
deed  of  1819.  That  provides  expressly  for  interest  being 
in  future  paid  ;  and  if  that  is  a  settlement  which  a  Court  of 
equity  ought  to  enforce,  the  subsequent  deed  of  18S7f 
which  is  founded  upon  that,  is  a  clear  and  Valid  contract 
between  the  parties,  which  ought  to  be  carried  into  exe-* 
cution.  The  mortgaged  property  must  therefore  be  sold, 
the  balance  due  to  be  accounted  for  before  the  Master, 
together  with  legal  interest 

On  a  subsequent  day  his  Lordship  said  that  he.  had 
looked  into  the  evidence,  and  upon  (he  whole  he  thought 
that  the  circumstances  alleged  respecting  the  prevention 
of  the  sale  had  not  been  made  out  so  clearly  against  the 
defendant,  Thomas  Warwick,  as  to  induce  the  Court 
to  fix  him  with  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  his  Lprdship 
directed  that  each  party  should  pay  their  own  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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1836. 

Small  r.  Attwood.  igr^^^;^,^- 

JDY  the  decree  in  this  cause  it  was  referred  to  the  a  suit  having 
Master,  amongst  other  things,  to  take  an  account  of  the  by*  company 
rents  and  profits  of  the  works,  mines,  and  property,  from  pfpfopnetor*  of 

*  ^  ^  r      r       j^  iron-works  to 

the  1st  day  of  October,  1825,  allowing  and  deducting  set  aside  the 

c  ^\  1  .  1  i*  A1  contract  under 

Irom  the  gross  produce  uiterest  at  the  rate  of  4^.  percent,  ^hich  they  had 
per  annum,  upon  the  capital  property  employed  by  the  f^n.^works'Sf 
British  Iron  Company  in  working  the  said  mines ;  and  the  the  defendant, 

-_  I  i«     11  1  and  the  decree 

Blaster  was  to  take  an  account  of  all  money  properly  ex-  having  directed 
pended  by  the  company  in  improvements  in  the  said  SJe^net 'profits *° 
works,  mines,  and  properly,  by  the  erection  thereon  of  ™»<*«  ^y  '*>« 

**•'•'  company: — 

any  new  buildings,  or  the  construction  of  any  new  works  Held,  that  it 
or  machinery  begun  before  the  ^^Oth  April,  1826,  or  by  forthe^ef^n- 
makinir  any  additions  thereto:  and  he  was  also  to  inquire  ^"1*  who  had 

o       J  1  not  been  in  pos- 

and  state  to  the  Court  what  part  of  such  money   was  session  for  some 
expended  in  respect  of  work  done  before  the  ^th  April,  interrogatories 
18^,  and  what  part  was  expended  in  respect  of  work  ^er^%o/the^"l 
done  after  the  20th  April,  1826,  and  the  several  circum-  poseof  ascer- 

/>  1  1     taining  in  what 

stances  attendmg  such  expenditure  after  the  20th  April,  manner  the 
1826.     And  he  was  also  to  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court  ma^i^d  the 
whether  any  and  what  improper  waste,  spoil,  or  destruc-  <^o»<^«'"»  ^jf*** 
tion  had  been  committed  in  or  upon  the  works,  mines,  and  any'spedfic 
property,  or  any  and  which  of  them  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  facts. 
by  or  through  their  neglect  or  default,  since  the  time  the 
plaintiffs  had  possession.    And  in  case  he  should  find  that 
any  such  improper  waste,  spoil,  or  destruction  had  been 
committed,   then   he  was  to   ascertain  the   amount  and 
nature  of  such  waste,  spoil,  or  destruction,  and  the  damage 
thereby  done  ;  and  was  also  to  inquire  and  state  to  the 
Court  whether  the  trade  had  been  improperly  carried  on 
by  the  plaintiffs  since  they  had  had  possession  of  the  said 
works,  mines,  and  property ;  and  in  that  case  he  was  also 
to  inquire  and  state  to  the  Court  whether  any  and    what 
damage  had  been  sustained  by  improperly  carrying  on 
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1836.  the  said  trade,  and  the  amount  and  nature  of  such  damage, 
and  the  circumstances  thereof.  It  was  further  ordered 
that  all  parties  should  produce  before  and  leave  with  the 
Master,  if  required,  all  deeds,  books,  &c.,  in  their  custody, 
relating  to  the  said  accounts,  and  be  examined  upon  in- 
terrogatories touching  the  same,  as  the  Master  should  di- 
rect, and  the  Master  was  thereby  armed  with  a  commis- 
sion as  well  for  the  examination  of  parties  as  of  witnesses, 
touching  the  said  accounts. 

Very  long  and  minute  interrogatories  having  been  ex- 
hibited in  pursuance  of  this  decree  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  Master  having  certified  that  he  bad 
allowed  those  interrogatories,  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  Master's  certificate  in  that  respect. 
The  exceptions  were  taken  seriaiintf  applying  to  each 
interrogatory  successively,  and  were  seventy-two  in  num- 
ber. 

The  first  interrogatory  which  was  the  subject  of  ex- 
ception,  was  as  follows : — ^Was  there  any  ironstone,  coals, 
and  other  minerals,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  in  stock  on 
the  estate  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cause,  called  the  WoI« 
verhampton  Colliery,  on  the  30th  of  September,  18S5, 
and  has  not  the  said  estate,  since  the  30th  September, 
1825,  yielded  or  produced  or  had  raised  thereout  divers 
quantities  of  ironstone,  coals,  and  other  minerals,  or  any 
or  either  of  such  particulars.  Set  forth  a  full,  true,  and 
particular  account  of  all  ironstone,  coals,  and  other  mi- 
nerals respectively,  which  were  in  stock  on  the  said  estate 
on  the  30th  of  September,  1825.  Set  forth  a  full,  true, 
and  particular  account  of  all  ironstone  produced,  raised, 
or  gotten  out  of  the  said  estate  since  the  30th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1825,  distinguishing  the  quantity  gotten  during  each 
of  the  pays  or  periods  between  one  pay-day  and  another 
pay-day ;  and  distinguishing  the  kinds,  natures,  or  sorta 
of  such  ironstone,  and  the  quantity  of  each  sort  so  gotten 
during  each  of  the  said  pays  or  periods  and  the  respective 
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diarter  prices  at  which  the  same  were  respectively  gotten  1836. 

during  each  of  the  said  pays  or  periods.  Set  forth  a  like  aC'*  shall 

count  of  all  coals  produced,  raised,  or  gotten  out  of  the  »• 
estate,  since  the  30th  of  September,  1825,  distin- 


guishing the  quantity,  &c.,  [in  the  same  words  as  before.] 
And  a  like  account  of  any  other  minerals  which  may  have 
been  produced,  &c.,  distinguishing,  &c.,  [in  the  same 
words  as  before.] 

The  third  interrogatory  contained  very  minute  inquiries 
as  to  the  quantity  of  ironstone  which  had  been  recovered 
from  the  Wolverhampton  Colliery,  distinguishing  the  kinds, 
natures,  and  sorts,  the  times  when,  the  prices  at  which,  and 
the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  or  firms  to  whom, 
the  same  had  been  so  sold ;  distinguishing  between  the 
calcined  and  the  uncalcined  ironstone,  &c. 

The  fourth  interrogatory  contained  inquiries  as  to  the 
expenses  incurred  and  paid  in  respect  of  the  Wolver- 
hampton Cplliery,  other  than  the  charter  prices  men- 
tioned, and  required  the  plaintifiT  to  set  forth  a  full,  true, 
and  particular  account  of  those  expenses  incurred  and 
paid  during  each  and  every  of  the  said  pays  or  periods ; 
distioguisbiog  the  expenses  incurred  and  paid,  from  those 
incurred,  and  distinguishing  in  such  account  the  engine 
expenses  and  dead  work,  the  general  charges,  with  the 
respective  items  thereof,  and  the  permanent  salaries  and 
expenses,  with  the  respective  items  thereof,  &c. 

These  and  many  other  interrogatories  were  applied 
successively  to  the  various  mines  which  were  the  subject 
of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Kmghi,  (with  whom  were  Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr. 
Sharpe),  for  the  exceptions. — These  interrogatories  are 
unwarranted  by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  uncalled 
for  by  any  of  the  emergencies  of  the  cause«  Where  a 
decree  gives  liberty  to  exhibit  interrogatories,  a  party  is 
not  warranted  in  interrogating  as  to  every  minute  article. 
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1836.  In  the  first  instance  the  party  is  confined  to  the  language 
of  the  inquiries  directed  by  the  decree.  He  must  put  his 
questions  in  these  terms:  If  the  answer  is  unsatisfactory, 
then  upon  a  special  case  made  and  allowed  by  the  judge, 
a  more  extended  inquiry  is  permitted.  It  never  was  the 
practice  for  a  party  to  be  allowed  at  his  own  fancy  to  siib* 
divide  the  questions  as  he  chose,  using  every  species  of 
intricate  variation :  Moore  v.  Lang  ford  (a).  The  question 
as  to  the  quantity  of  ironstone,  &c.,  obtained  between  pay- 
day to  pay-day,  is  totally  irrelevant.  The  inquiry  was  only 
as  to  the  net  profits.  [The  Lord  Chief.Baron, — ^This  ap- 
pears to  be  an  attempt  to  obtain  the  particulars  on  which 
the  net  profits  ought  to  be  calculated.  That  is  a  legiti- 
mate object ;  the  only  question  is,  whether  that  inquiry 
has  been  carried  too  far.]  If  the  Court  had  intended  a 
minute  inquiry  in  the  first  instance,  it  would  have  so  di- 
rected. An  inquiry  directed  as  to  the  net  profits  does 
not  give  the  party  necessarily  a  right  to  go  into  all  the 
materials  from  which  the  minute  particulars  may  be  ob- 
tained. .  Besides,  no  ground  of  necessity  for  it  has  been 
laid,  nor.  has  any  state  of  facts  been  carried  in.  A  special 
case  ought  to  have  been  made  out,  supported  by  a  state 
of  facts. 

Mr.  Wak^ld,  and  Mr.  Lovai^  contrh. — The  interro- 
gatories are  consistent  with  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and 
required  by  the  exigence  of  the  case.  We  deny  the  pro- 
position that,  in  order  to  exhibit  minute  interrogatories,  it 
is  necessary  to  have  a  state  of  facts.  If  convenient  to  the 
parties,  or  the  Master  directs  it,  the  parties  may  take  that 
course,  but  they  are  not  bound  to  do  so.  How  could  the 
defendant  carry  in  a  state  of  facts  when  he  was  ignorant 
what  the  facts  were  ?  In  this  case,  the  parties  seeking  to 
rescind  the  contract  have  been  in  possession  eleven  years, 

(«)  6  Sim.  323. 
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abd  by  the  frame  of  the  decree  they  are  continued  in  pos-         l^^* 
session  till  the  account  shall  be  taken ;  this  shews  that  the 
object  of  the  defendant  is  not  delay.     His  object  is  en- 
tirely consistent  with  the  decree,  which  is  not  merely  for 
an  account,  but  directs  an  inquiry  as  to  waste.     That  dis- 
tinguishes this  case  from  Moore  v.  Longford.  There,  it  was 
contended,  and  successfully,  that  where  misconduct  is  al- 
leged on  the  record,  but  the  decree  is  silent  upon  that 
subject,  the  Master  is  not  at  liberty  to  allow  an  interro- 
gatory on  that  point.     Here,  the  Court  was  not  content 
with  directing  an  account  of  the  net  profits,  but  it  being 
a  case  of  alleged  misconduct,  the  Court  directed  an  in- 
quiry as  to  whether  the  plaintiffs  had  been  guilty  of  waste 
and  negligence  in  the  management  of  the  concern.     One 
of  the  great  subjects  of  contest  has  been  the  **  yield  '*  ac- 
cooht :  and  one  question  is,  whether  sufficient  diligence 
has  been  exercised  to  obtain  the  proper  quantity  of  yield* 
The  yield  yaries  from  quarter  to  quarter,  and  from  pay- 
day to  pay-day.     The  cost  of  the  pig  iron  depends  on  the 
yield.     The  defendant  therefore  has  a  right  to  know  the 
quantity  of  yield.    Another  question  is,  whether  the  work- 
men have  been  diligent  or  negligent ;  also,  whether  mak- 
bg  pig  iron  by  contract  is  not  more  profitable  than  trust- 
ing to  the  natural  diligence  and  intent  of  the  workmen. 
The  interrogatories  as  to  the  quantity  of  ironstone  cal- 
cined, the  charter  prices  for  the  coals,  &c.,  are  most  es- 
sential.    The  accounts  cannot  properly  be  taken  without 
entering  into  these  minute  details;  and  in  Bowsher  ¥• 
WaiUns  (a),  interrogatories  founded  upon  the  decree, 
and  in  every  respect  as  minute  as  those,  were  allowed. 
As  trustees  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  to 
render  accurate  accounts,  and  to  keep  those  accounts  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  enable  him  to  ascertain  their  accu- 
racy. 

(a)  Not  reported  on  this  point. 
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1836.  Mr.  Knighi,  in  reply.— If  the  questions  put  are  beyoqd 

the  probable  necessity  of  the  case,  they  cannot  be  al* 
lowed.  Where,  for  instance,  an  account  is  required  of 
an  executor,  he  is  bound  to  set  forth  an  accurate,  and,  to 
some  extent,  a  minute  statement ;  but  if  he  sets  fiorth  an 
auctioneer's  catalogue,  it  will  be  expunged  at  his  <nm  ex- 
pense. Moore  ▼.  Longford  is  in  point.  [The  Lord  Chief 
Baron. — In  that  case  the  interrogatory  did  not  grow  out 
of  the  decree.  That  is  the  principle  of  the  decision.] 
The  common  form  in  the  Master's  oflBce  for  interrogating 
an  executor  is  general.  He  is  never  asked  for  the  spe- 
cific enumeration  of  every  chattel.  It  is  not  suflScient  for 
a  party  to  shew  that  by  bare  probability  the  question  may 
be  applicable.  He  is  not  spontaneously  to  harass  bis  op- 
ponent ;  if  this  were  allowed,  there  would  be  no  end  of 
vexation.  This  case  will  be  most  important  to  defisn- 
dants,  who  are  generally  the  accounting  parties.  If  these 
interrogatories  are  allowed,  what  protection  can  they  ex- 
pect from  the  Court!  In  the  present  case  no  reason 
whatever  has  been  given  for  taking  the  account  from  pay- 
day to  pay-day.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — You  could 
refer  to  the  books  for  that  account.]  It  was  doubted 
whether  that  mode  of  answering  would  be  suflScient.  In 
a  late  case  a  party  had  carried  books  into  the  Master's 
oflSce,  and  referred  to  them,  and  the  Vice-Chancellor  held 
that  was  not  suflScient.  The  main  complaint  against  the 
present  interrogatories  is,  that  they  call  upon  the  plain- 
tiflTs  to  make  calculations  which  are  not  to  be  found  in 
the  books.  For  that  purpose  it  will  be  necessary  to  em^ 
ploy  an  accountant. 

Many  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  defendant  puts  this 
question  are  collateral  to  the  present  inquiry.  The  ques- 
tion of  waste  is  totally  irrelevant.  [The  Lord  Chitf 
Baron.  —  I  agree  that,  generally,  where  an  inquiry  is 
directed  to  the  Master,  part  of  which  is  to  be  extracted 
from  one  side  and  part  from  another,  the  party  who  in- 
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mtM  on  the  negative  must  proceed  upon  «  state  of  facts'.         188(t 
Upon  an  inquiry  as  to  waste,  a  state  of  facts  would  be  ne»        g  '^ 
oessarj*     Here,  the  circumstances  are  peculiar.     You  of-  *• 

ler  to  account  for  the  net  profits  which  you  have  made 
daring  the  time  you  have  been  in  possession.  It  is  part 
of  your  duty  to  do  so,  in  order  to  justify  you  in  the  equity 
which  you  seek.  But  unless  your  antagonist  has  the 
Bieans  of  ascertaining  the  manner  in  which  you  have  ma- 
naged the  concern,  how  can  he  be  satisfied  with  your 
statement  of  the  net  profits  ?  It  might  have  been  suflS- 
dent,  if  no  question  had  been  raised  about  the  proper 
node  of  arriving  at  the  net  value  of  the  concern,  to  have 
sfanply  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the  net  profits ;  but  part 
of  the  inquiry  is,  whether  there  has  been  any  waste  or 
mismanagement*  Now,  how  can  the  defendant,  who  has 
not  been  in  possession,  and  cannot  be  presumed  to  be  ac- 
quainted with  your  mode  of  conducting  business,  lay  a 
statement  upon  that  subject  before  the  Master  ?  He 
says,  "  You  have  offered  to  account  to  me  for  the  net 
profits.  In  order  to  do  that,  I  am  not  only  entitled  to  have 
an  account  of  what  you  have  made,  but  what  you  ought  to 
have  made ;  and  therefore  the  question  of  management 
and  skill  of  your  servants  become  involved  in  the  very  in- 
quiry of  net  profits."  Supposing  these  mines  to  be  worked 
by  an  agent,  has  not  the  principal,  calling  on  the  agent 
for  an  account  of  the  net  profits,  a  right  to  make  those  in- 
quiries ?]  It  b  apprehended  he  has  not  that  right  with- 
out making  a  special  statement.  The  defendant  has  made 
DO  suggestion  against  the  fulness,  fairness,  and  regularity 
of  the  plaintiffs'  books.  He  ought,  in  the  first  instance, 
to  have  called  on  the  plaintiffs  to  verify  their  books.  As 
to  the  question  of  management,  it  has  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  accounts. 

The  Lord  Chief  BARoiji.— This  is  a  case  of  excep-      May  7th. 
tions  to  the  certificate  of  the  Master,  in  which  be  has 
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18d6.  allowed  certain  interrogatories  to  be  put  in.  The  ground 
of  the  exceptions  are,  that  the  interrogatories  are  too 
minute^  and  may  therefore  operate  in  a  way  to  give  great 
delay,  and  render  it  impossible  for  the  Master  to  go 
through  the  inquiry  which  he  is  directed  to  make,  in  a 
satisfactory  manner.  [His  Lordship  then  read  that  part 
of  the  decree  which  is  above  stated.] 

Now  the  Master  has  here  a  very  laborious  inquiry  cast 
upon  him,  and  one  that  of  necessity  calls  upon  him  to 
enter  into  very  minute  details.  It  is  alleged  by  way  of 
objection  to  the  interrogatories  which  he  has  allowed,  that 
there  has  been  no  statement  of  facts  preceding  them,  in 
order  to  inform  the  adverse  party  what  is  the  allegation 
which  the  party  intends  to  make  or  to  maintain  before  the 
Master.  Now  it  appears  to  me  that  this  case,  so  far  as  it 
depends  upon  ascertaining  tlie  net  profits,  and  the  manner 
in  which  the  work  has  been  carried  on,  with  some  of  the 
other :  particulars  stated  in  this  reference  to  the  Master, 
does  hot  require,  and  does  not  in  itis  nature  admit  of,  a 
statement  of  facts.  How  can  the  defendant  make  any 
st&tement  of  facts  respecting  the  net  profits,  or  respect- 
ing  the  improper  mode  of  carrying  on  the  trade  upon 
these  premises,  to  which  he  had  no  access  ?  It  appears  to 
ine  that,  so  far  as  the  Master  is  called  upon  to  inquire 
into  the  net  profits,  or  the  mode  of  carrying  on  the  tradei 
or'  the  capital  expended,  or  properly  expended,  it  is 
not  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  can  be  called  upon  to 
make  a  statement  of  facts,  if  such  a  statement  were  essen- 
tial. That  part  of  the  inquiry  which  respects  the  per- 
manent damage  done  to  the  premises  in  the  shape  of  waste 
or  injury  existing  after  the  premises  were  delivered  up, 
may  undoubtedly  be  made  the  subject  of  a  statement  of 
facts.  But  still  I  do  not  understand  the  inquiry  here 
directed  to  that  particular  part  of  the  case,  or  that  the 
objection  arises  from  any  want  of  statement  of  facts  upon 
that  subject.     The  use,  I  apprehend,  of  a  statement  of 
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before  the  Master  by  either  party,  is  merely  to  assist         ^^^' 
Master  in  his  inquiry.     The  usual  course  of  the        small 

er's  office  is,  that  the  parties  should  assist  him  by  '* 

/,»,  .1-1  Attwood. 

nents  of  what  they  want  to  prove,  or  wish  to  have 

tted,  but  I  do  not  apprehend  that  the  party  is  essen- 
called  upon  to  do  that  for  the  purpose  of  consti- 
l  the  inquiry.  Suppose  the  Master  himself  were 
to  suggest  what  course  he  would  take  to  ascertain 
particulars  inquired  after  ;  what  else  could  he  do  but 
upon  the  parties  to  render  an  account  of  all  the 
calars  necessary  to  enable  him  to  calculate  the  net 
ts,  or  to  ascertain  :the  mode  in  which  the  work  was 
^  on?  I  cannot,  therefore,  myself,  see  any  objection 
is  certificate  of  the  Master. 

le  apprehension  which  might  have  been  felt,  .that  it 
t  be  impossible  to.  make  an  answer  to  these  inquiries, 
I  only  be,  that  the  account  had  not  been  kept  in  such 
nner  as  to  enable  the  parties  to  give  the  minute 
ers  required.  Now,  assuming  that  to  be  the  fact,  it  . 
vrs  to  me  the  Master  ought  to  be  satisfied  with  an 
er  which  shall  shew  him  that  the  parties  bond  Jide 
sr  such  an  account  as  circumstances  enable,  them  to 
tt,  there  being  no  intention  to  hold  back  what  ought 
!  communicated.  Let  me  ppt  a  case  only  to  illustrate 
I  mean.  The  interrogatories  require  that  the  parti- 
8  shall  be  stated  of  the  materials  raised  from  the  col- 
8  and  mines,  and  various  other  matters,  upon  every 
lay,  so  as  to  take  an  account  from  pay-day  to  pay- 
I  will  suppose  that  in  tlie  progress  of  the  work — 
DW  nothing  of  it,  I  will  assume  it, — the  habit  has 
to  take  a  precise  account  from  pay-day  to  pay- 
in  order  to  ascertain  and  to  check  the  quantity  in 
,  with  the  quantity  that  ought  to .  be  in  hand,  but 
after  the  parties  are  satisfied  that  all  is  correct,  it  has 
been  the  practice  to  enter  the  minute  particulars  of 
lay  and  pay-day  in  the  books ;  but  the  parties  being 
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1856.  satisfied  with  the  checks  taken  at  the  timci  have  throws 
the  memorandums  or  ▼ouchers  away,  and  have  only  en-i 
tered  the  result  in  the  books,  either  monthly,  qnarfeerfy, 
or  half-yearly — on  that  answer  being  bmUlfide  made  to  the 
Master,  and  it  appearing,  on  reference  to  the  books,  that 
such  was  the  case,  the  party  would  naturally  say,  we  aie 
not  imwiUing  to  render  the  minute  account  you  require, 
but  in  fact  our  mode  of  keeping  the  account  has  not  per* 
mitted  it ;  we  have  kept  them  in  such  and  such  a  manner, 
and  we  will  render  you  as  faithful  and  minute  and  parti- 
cular  account  as  we  can,  consistently  with  the  mode  in 
which  we  have  kept  the  account ;  but  as  we  have  not  pre^ 
served  those  vouchers  from  fortnight  to  fortnight,  we  can 
make  you  no  other  answer:  and  it  appears  to  me  the 
Master  ought  to  be  satisfied  with  that  answer.  But  sup* 
pose  on  the  other  hand  it  has  been  thought  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade  to  keep  the  accounts 
in  that  way,  and  that  those  accounts  do  not  exist ;  then 
the  proper  answer  would  be,  that  the  books  have  been 
brought  into  the  Master's  office,  and  will  be  verifiied  en 
oath,  aS'  books  kept  in  a  certain  manner;  and  by  re* 
ference  to  certain  pages  of  the  book,  the  Master  wit! 
find  the  particulars  which  are  there  stated,  the  result  of 
which  may  be  given  in  the  answer.  It  appears  to  me, 
therefore,  that  no  difficulty  lies  in  the  way.  That  an  ac*^ 
count  of  this  nature  may  take  some  time  and  great  tX^ 
tention  to  investigate  it,  is  undoubtedly  true ;  but  I  do 
not  see,  notwithstanding  the  minute  particulars  to  which 
these  interrogatories  are  directed,  that  they  really  go  to 
any  thing  more  than  that  which  may — I  do  not  sfiiy  ab« 
solutely  must — be  essential,  or  at  least  highly  usefill.  Id 
ascertain  the  precise  data  upon  which  the  calculotioa  is 
to  be  made.  For  example,  it  is  suggested  that,  from  a 
given  quantity  of  matter,  composed  of  various  aorta  of 
minerals  or  coals^»— I  do  not  pretend  to  know  any  thing  <if 
die  details— you  onght  to  extract  a  certain  quantity,  of 
net  iron.    If  so,  how  can  the  Master  ascertain  whether 
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the  trade  has  been  properly  or  improperly  carried  on>  1836. 
withoat  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  raw 
material  as  compared  with  the  result  of  net  produce? 
These  interrogatories  are  calculated  to  ascertain  that  If 
the  Master,  upon  examining  the  mode  in  which  the  ac- 
eoont  has  been  really  and  bond  Jide  kept — assuming  the 
secount  to  have  been  kept  bond  Jide — should  find  the  mode 
of  keeping  it  does  not  permit  the  party  at  this  distance  of 
time  to  go  so  minutely  into  particulars,  but  yet  appears 
to  have  been  kept  with  prudence,  and  in  a  manner  not  to 
deceive  the  party  himself,  he  will  be  satisfied  with  the 
answer  on  that  subject.  He  will  be  satisfied  if  the  party 
says,  we  cannot  give  you  the  minute  quantity  of  each 
material  raised  in  each  fortnight,  but  we  can  give  you  a 
very  suflScient  account  of  what  was  raised  quarterly,  and 
what  was  raised  half-yearly,  and  we  say  we  examined  the 
checks  from  time  to  timCf  and  we  have  no  reason  to  be- 
Beve  that  there  is  any  defalcation,  any  subtraction  or 
sbose  of  confidence  reposed  in  our  workmen  during  the 
period ;  therefore  we  have  not  had  a  minute  account,  but 
nich  as  it  is  we  give  it  to  you.  The  interrogatories  do 
not  bind  the  parties  to  answer  that  which  they  do  not 
know;  and  if  there  has  been  no  suppression,  no  fraud,  no 
neglect,  so  as  to  render  any  further  inquiry  necessary,  in 
my  opinion  the  Master  ought  to  be  satisfied,  and  will  be 
satisfied  with  the  answer  so  given* 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  good  reason 
for  allowing  the  exceptions  made  to  the  Master's  certifi^ 
eate.  I  think  it  must  have  been  perceived  when  the  case 
was  argued,  that  that  was  the  inclination  of  my  opinion. 
If  I  could  see  that,  for  the  purpose  of  any  delay,  interro-^ 
galories  were  put  in  so  minute  a  form  as  were  wholly  unne- 
oetsary,  it  would  have  been  my  duty  undoubtedly  to  resist 
any  expedient  that  either  side  might  adopt  for  such  a  pur* 
poae«  Bat  I  entertain  no  suspicion  of  that  sort.  I  can 
see  DO  leaaon,  no  interest,  that  either  party  should  now 
have  ibr  deky  in  tbn  case. 
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1836.  Before  I  gave  my  judgment^  I   thought  it  right  to 

cominunicate  the  particulars  to  my  predecessor,  who 
b  much  better  acquainted  with  the  whole  history  of 
this  case  than  I  can  pretend  to  be,  or  I  hope  ever  to 
be ;  and  he  stated  that,  upon  his  view  of  the  case,  he 
did  not  tiiink  the  interrogatories  were  improper.  He 
seemed  to  take  the  same  view  I  did  of  it,  and  said  he 
thought  he  would  confirm  the  Master's  certificate.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  is  a  great  satisfaction  to  have  his 
authority  for  saying  that  the  course  I  have  taken  is  that 
which  he  would  himself  have  adopted. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


ifay5M.  PoTTER  V.   HyaTT. 

Aderkincourt  UNDER  an  order  made  in  this  suit,  which  was  insti- 
the ftmdin^^^'^  tuted  in  the  year  1831,  a  sum  of  money  was  paid  into 
S^the"dwJ^  Court,  and  invested  in  the  purchase  of  6944.  S/L  per  cent 
arid  other  docu-  consols.,  in  the  liame  of  the  Accountant-General,  in  trust 

meats  in  the  %  i  •  -^r     » 

cause,  in  respect  to  the  Credit  of  this  cause.  Various  proceedings  were 
disbiusementi.  afterwards  had  until  the  year  1835,  when  the  plain- 
tiff changed  his  solicitor.  Upon  that  occasion  the  bill  of 
costs  of  the  former  solicitor  was  paid,  which  bill  included 
the  usual  items  of  fees  and  payments  to  the  plaintiff's 
clerk  in  court,  amounting  in  the  present  instance  to 
about  ^4/. 

Shortly  after  this  transaction,  the  plaintiff,  through  the 
medium  of  his  new  solicitor,  entered  into  a  comprombe  of 
the  suit  with  such  of  the  defendants  as  were  mainly  inter* 
ested,  in  consequence  of  which  a  motion  was  now  made  for 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  sum  of  694/.  3/.  per  cent  consols., 
might  he  paid  out  of  Court,  and  apportioned  between  him 
and  those  defendants ;  and  that,  thereupon,  the  bill  might 
stand  dbroissed.    The  plaintiff's  clerk  in  court  had  not. 
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in  fact,  been  paid,  although  the  plaintiff's  former  solicitor         1^^- 
had  received  the  money  in  the  manner  before  stated.  potti^r 


Mr.  Campbell^  for  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  motion. 
Mr.  G.  L.  Russell  for  the  defendants. 

iilT.Sitnpiinson,  for  the  plaintiff's  clerk  in  court,  opposed 
the  motion  on  the  ground  that  the  money  due  to  his  client 
for  fees  and  disbursements  had  not  been  paid.  The  fund 
in  question  has  been  paid  into  Court,  in  consequence  of  the 
exertions  of  this  gentleman;  and  it  is  extraordinary  if  the 
Court  cannot  order  its  own  officer  to  be  paid  his  fees  and 
expenses  out  of  it.  A  clerk  in  court  has  a  lien  on  the  funds 
in  Court,  and  has  altogether  the  same  privileges  in  the 
cause  as  a  solicitor.  He  is,  in  fact,  the  only  recognised 
attorney  in  the  cause ;  and  the  circumstance,  that  the  costs 
have  been  paid  to  a  former  solicitor,  ought  not  in  any  way 
to  affect  him.  There  are  several  cases,  both  in  Chancery 
and  in  the  Exchequer,  bearing  upon  this  point :  Taylor  v. 
Lewis  (a),  Merrywether  v.  MelUsh  (6),  Stevens  v.  Avery  (c), 
DonneUy  v.  Lawley  (e/).  Delay  v.  Popham  {e),  Shafio  v. 
Powell  (y*).  There  are  also  many  cases  in  point  in  the 
minute  books. 

Mr.  Campbell,  in  reply. — The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Lewis 
has  no  application  to  the  present,  for  that  was  a  question 
between  a  six  clerk  and  a  clerk  in  court.  The  motion 
stood  over  in  order  to  ascertain  a  fact,  and  the  matter  was 
afterwards  compromised.  In  the  case  in  Dickens,  a  sum 
was  actually  due  from  the  client  to  the  solicitor.  Here, 
the  present  solicitor  has  paid  the  whole  bill  to  the  former 
solicitor.     The  cases  cited  from  Fowler  are  of  httle  or  no 

(a)  3  Atk.  727.  id)  2  Fowler^S! . 

(6)  13  Vc8.  161.  (c)  Id.  382. 

(c)  1  Dick.  224.  (/)  Ibid. 

VOL.  II.  1  £Q.  EX. 


V. 

Hyatt. 
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1836.  authority.  Fowler  was  himselC  a  clerk  in  court,  and,  tfiere- 
fore,  scarcely  a  fair  judge  of  the  question.  The  G^se«, 
however,  which  he  mentions,  do  not  bear  out  bis  pro- 
position, which  is  that  a  clerk  ift  court  hja^  sikntyn  a  lien 
for  his  fees  upon  the  money  in  Court.  In  one  case,  he 
mentions  the  taxation  of  Mr.  Martin's  bill  of  costs.  That 
shews  that  Mr.  Martin  was  acting  not  only  as  clerk  in 
court,  but  as  the  solicitor  conducting  the  cause ;  because 
the  fees  due  to  him  as  clerk  in  court  would  not  be  sub- 
ject to  taxation.  The  same  observation  applies  to  the 
other  cases.  The  clerk  in  court  is  the  agent  of  the  soli- 
citor; he  is  not  retained  by  the  client :  there  is  no  privity 
between  him  and  the  client.  He  has  a  right  of  action  at 
law  and  suit  in  equity  against  the  solicitor  for  the  amoimt 
of  his  fees:  Barker  v.  Dade  (a).  If  that  be  so,  it  follows 
that  he  has  no  demand  against  the  client,  and  can  have  no 
lien  as  against  the  client.  If  there  were  a  lien,  it  could 
only  be  through  the  medium  of  the  solicitor ;  but,  by  pay- 
ment to  the  solicitor,  that  lien  would  be  discharged.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron. — Can  you  show  that  any  one  can  con- 
duct a  suit  without  the  clerk  in  court  ?  He  is  the  recog- 
nised o£Scer  of  the  Court]  In  Farewell  v.  Coker  (6),  it 
was  held  that  the  clerk  in  court  was  not  entitled  to  his 
fees,  after  the  client  had  once  paid  them  to  the  solicitor. 
That  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  present.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron, — In  that  case  there  was  no  money  in 
Court.] 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — How  is  it  at  law,  where  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  is  his  agent  for  con- 
ducting the  action  ;  can  the  Court  take  notice  oi  any  other 
attorney  than  that  attorney  whose  name  appears  on  the 
record  ?  I  apprehend  not.  Then,  as  the  Court  of  Chancery 
is  not  a  Court  of  record,  whom  can  that  Court  recognise 

(ft)  6  Ves.  6SI .  (6)  2  P.  W.  460. 
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as  the  solicitor,  and  as  the  party  acting  in  the  conduct  of  tS36, 
the  suit,  but  the  clerk  in  court  ?  The  office  of  sixty  clerk 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  of  clerk  in  court  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  originally  had  this  meaning,  that  in 
Courts  of  equity  no  person  could  employ  any  one  to  pro- 
lecute  bis  suit,  except  one  of  the  officers  of  those  Courts. 
So  it  was  upon  the  other  side  of  this  Court  till  the  Court 
was  opened.  The  clerks  in  court,  and  the  side  clerks, 
were  the  oidy  pei*sons  the  Court  could  notice  ;  they  could 
not  recognise  the  name  of  any  attorney,  either  of  the  plain- 
tiff or  the  defendant,  unless  he  were  one  of  their  own  of- 
ficers. The  rule  has  since  been  relaxed.  The  Courts 
now  permit  suits  to  be  conducted  by  professional  men  who 
are  not  dieir  oflSders;  but  it  is  not  to  be  considered,  that 
becaase  the  party  eitiploys  a  solicitor  as  his  agent,  he  is 
exclusively  an  ag^nt  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  The 
Solicitor  is  the  medium  of  communication  between  the 
client  tnd  the  clbrk  in  court.  The  question  then  is,  who 
has  the  lien  on  the  decrees  and  papers  and  funds  in  Court, 
in  the  j^ogress  of  a  Cause  ?  It  appears  to  me,  that  the 
derk  in^  coart,  as'  the  officer  of  the  clerk,  is  the  person  so 
entitled.  As,  originally,  no  person  had  the  power  of  con- 
dncting  ttie  cHuse  but  thd  clerk  in  court,  I  think,  that 
for  the  pi^eselnt  purpose,  he  is  the  only  solicitor  the  Court 
ean  look  to. 

If  a  strong  caite  could  be  cited  to  shew  that  this  was 
not  so,  I  should  be  glad  to  look  into  it.  The  case  cited 
from  Peere  WiUitims  does  not  shake  the  principle  upon 
which  it  seems  to  me  that  the  right  of  the  clerk  in  court 
depends.  In  that  case  there  was  no  question  as  to  any 
lien  upon  money  in  Court.  The  question  was,  whether 
the  Court  could  make  an  order  upon  a  party,  who  had  no 
money  in  Court,  to  pay  the  particular  bill.  The  Court 
thought  it  could  not  do  that.  So,  if  the  money  had  been 
paid  here  from  one  party  to  the  other,  the  Court  could 
mike  no  order.     All  the  Court  can  do  is  to  give  effisct  to 

i2 
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1836.  any  lien  that  may  exist  in  any  of  its  officers.  An  attorney 
has  a  Hen  at  law  upon  the.  judgment  of  the  Court  of  law. 
When  judgment  is  given  on  behalf  of  a  party  who  has 
employed  a  second  attorney^  the  Court  will  not  permit  the 
new  attorney  to  issue  execution  on  the  judgment  without 
seeing  that  the  first  attorney's  costs  are  paid ;  because  he 
had  a  lien  upon  that  judgment.  Now,  what  is  the  nature 
of  the  present  motion  ?  It  is,  in  substance,  an  application 
by  the  new  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff,  without  the  leave  of 
the  clerk  in  court,  to  have  money  paid  out  of  Court,  on 
which  a  lien  exists.  Upon  the  principle,  therefore^  which 
I  have  already  stated,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  application 
cannot  be  granted.  I  am  very  sorry  for  the  party  who 
suffers  in  this  instance,  but  he  should  have  made  en- 
quiries on  the  subject,  and  taken  steps  to  see  that  the 
money  was  paid.  If  the  hill  had  been  taxed,  the  solicitor 
must  have  shewn  that  he  had  paid  the  clerk  in  court,  or 
that  the  latter  had  given  him  credit  for  the  amount  of  his 
expenses. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  solicitor  who 
has  the  lien  on  a  judgment  or  a  decree  of  the  Court,  is  in 
the  first  instance  the  clerk  in  court ;  and,  that .  on  that 
principle,  these  expenses  must  be  paid.  It  strikes  me  so 
at  present.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  must  take  his  order, 
subject  to  the  clerk  in  court's  demand.  If  I  see  any  rea- 
son to  change  my  opinion,  I  will  mention  the  matter  again. 

On  a  subsequent  day  his  Lordship  said  that  he  adhered 
to  his  former  opinion. 
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May  30th, 

Wragg  V.  Den  HAM  and  Others. 

In  the  year  18sJ8  the  plaintiff  contracted  with  the  defen-  On  a  bill  for  re- 
demption of 
(laiit  Denham  for  the  purchase  of  two  third   parts' of  a  mortgaged  pro- 
freehold  messuage  and  lands  situate  at  Handley,  in  Der-  session^of  1*11?*'' 
byshire.  for  3«30/. ;  and  shortly  afterwards  contracted  with   moftwee,  «he 

^  '  ^  latter  will  be 

some  persons  of  the  name  of  Hawksley  for  the  purchase  «nade  to  account 

of  the  remaining  third  part.     The  plaintiff  not  being  able  damage  occa- 

to  pay  the  350/  to  Denham,  it  was  arranged  that  the  whole  gr^t^^negii^'nce 

of  the  property  should  be  mortgaged  to  Denham  to  secure  Jn  retpectof  bad 

t^      r       J  .       .  .  cultivation  and 

the  repayment  of  that  sum  with  interest.  This  arrange-  non-repair  of 
ment  was  duly  carried  into  effect  by  deeds  bearing  date  prenSeL*^ 
in  June,  1828.     Those    deeds    were  prepared    by    the  torT***"^"  **" 

defend  ant,  Thomas  Clarke,  who  acted  as  the  solicitor  for  ^k«n  *•  mort- 
gage from  hit 
both  parties.  client  for  hU  bill 

In  the  same  month  of  June,  1828,  the  plaintiff  being  pl^g^hat^I^d 
seised  of  some  freehold  and  copyhold  property  situate  at  »"**ther  mort- 

*  *       *        •'  gagCt  and  toe 

Woodhead,  in  the  county  of  Derby,  by  indentures  bearing  ciient,before  the 

date  the  16th  and  17th  of  that  month,  reciting  that  there  ^gl^^lsJ^^' 

was  due  to  one  Boot,  on  the  security  of  those  premises,  to  Oie  bm*buf 

140/.,  and  that  the  defendants,  Thomas  and  John  Clarke,  af'erwards,  on 

/r»    I  1     ,  ,  coming  to  re- 

had  agreed  to  pay  on  the  same,  and  also  to  advance  to  the  deem,  question- 

plaintiff  200/.  more,  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration   the  CourTdi-*^^* 

of  140/.  paid  by  the  Clarkes  to  Boot,  and  of  200/.  paid  bv  *^*^'***  '***  ^"" 

*  *^  "^     ter  to  examine 

them  to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  covenanted  to  surrender  the  bill  with  a 
the  copyholds,  and  released  and  conveyed  the  freeholds  tain'the'reawn- 
to  the  defendants  Thomas  and  John    Clarke   and   their  *J;^«°«»»  ^^  ?* 

charges,  without 

heirs,  in  trust  to  sell  the  premises,  and  out  of  the  pro-  entering  into 

evidence  b»  to 

ceeds  of  the  sale  to  reimburse  themselves  their  costs  and   whether  the  bu- 
expenses ;  then  to  repay  themselves  the  340/.  witli  in-  f  "*had*^  bV« 
terest;  then  to  repay  Denham  his  3.>0/.  with  interest,  and  *^'"***y  **°"*- 
to  pay  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  plaintifl*. 

In  1830  the  interest  on  these  mortgages  being  greatly 
in  arrear,   the.  defendants   turned   the   plaintiff  and  his 
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1836.  family  out  of  the  premises,  sold  the  crops,  and  took  and 
retained  possession  of  the  property.  The  Woodhead 
property  was  advertised  for  sale,  but  no  sale  was  effected. 
The  plaintiff  now  brought  his  bill  to  redeem  both  mort- 
gages, charging  that  the  defendants  bad  been  guilty  of 
gross  negligence  in  the  management  of  the  property  while 
in  their  possession,  and  ought  to  be  made  answerable  for 
the  damage  done  through  their  neglect;  churging  ako 
that  the  money  stated  to  have  been  advanced  by  the  de- 
fendant Clarke  was  the  alleged  amount  of  his  bill  of  costs, 
but  was  in  fact  not  justly  due  to  him  from  the  plaintifi^ 
and  that  in  fact  no  bill  of  costs  had  ever  been  delivered ; 
praying  accounts  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  the  pre- 
mises, that  the  defendants  might  be  chargeable  for  damage 
done  from  non-repairs,  and  that  Clarke's  bill  might  be 
taxed,  &c. 

The  defendants  by  their  answers  admitted  that  the  pre- 
mises were  out  of  repair,  but  ascribed  it  to  the  conduct  of 
the  plaintiff  and  an  attorney  whom  he  had  lately  employed, 
who,  as  they  alleged,  had  done  various  acts  to  stop  the  sale 
of  the  property,  and  had  thereby  prevented  respectable  te- 
nants from  hiring  it.  The  charge  in  the  bill  respecting  the 
mortgage  made  to  the  Clarkes  was  explained  thus :  that 
140/.  was  advanced  by  them  to  pay  off  Booths  mortgage ; 
1261.  lis.  to  pay  the  Hawksleys  for  their  one  third  of  the 
Handley  premises ;  and  78/.  I6s.  5d.  for  Thomas  Clarke'a 
bill  of  costs.  The  defendant  Clarke  also  insisted  that 
before  the  plaintiff  executed  the  mortgage  deeds  of  the 
16th  and  17th  June,  1828,  he  carefully  inspected  the  bill 
of  costs,  and  made  no  objection  to  any  item  therein ;  but  the 
defendant  did  not  recollect  whether  he  had  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  a  copy  of  his  bill  of  costs. 

The  cause  coming  on  for  hearing,  the  plaintiff  gav« 
evidence  of  bad  husbandry  and  want  of  repairs  on  the 
premises  since  August,  1830,  when  the  defendants  took 
possession.     In  reference  to  the  Handley  property,  one 
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witness  swore  thst  a  field  of  about  three  Aeres  and  A  half  lBd6. 
was  fallowed  in  the  suihnmferof  1831,  atid  laid  doWn  on 
iQch  falloW)  and  that  three  <ir(^s  following  the  fallaW  had 
inte  been  sold  therefrom ;  and  that  the  (buHh  crop  Was 
i  hay  crop,  which  was  then  growing  thereon ;  and  that 
the  greater  part  of  tlie  rettwinder  of  the  farm  which  should 
Ihiw«  beeki  fallowed  had  not  betsti  so,  but  had  been  hardly 
cirop{9ed,  without  an  adequate  quantity  of  manure  laid 
yetitly  thereon.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  barns  and 
out-buildings  oh  the  freehold  preihises  were  in  a  tenant- 
sble  state  of  repair  in  1830;  but  isince  that  titne  they  had 
become  vety  mihons  for  want  bf  necessary  repairs,  the 
Wet  being  allowed  to  get  in.  In  the  judgment  of  the  wit- 
nesses, the  Handley  property  was  in  August,  1830,  worth 
16^  per  antium,  but  now  not  above  9L  per  annum.  The 
Woodhead  property  was  not  too  much  depreciated. 

Mn  Spence,  and  Mr.  Hall,  for  the  plaintifTi  submitted 
that  special  directions  ought  to  be  given  respecting  the 
deterioratioh  of  the  property,  and  that  Clarke's  bill  of 
costs  ought  to  be  talced,  78/.  being  an  exorbitant  charge. 
Besides,  it  did  not  appear  that  any  bill  was  properly  deli- 
vered. [Alderson^  B. — No  doubt  the  bill  ought  to  be 
looked  at  by  the  Master.  The  attorney  prepared  the 
Mrtgirge  in  his  own  favour,  and  part  of  the  consideration 
finoney  is  paid  a^^t  to  his  own  client.] 

Mt.  Twisi^  and  Mr.  Ha^er^  for  the  defendants,  Den- 
hattt  and  Clarke.-^— No  enquiry  as  to  Specific  mismanage- 
ment ought  to  be  allowed.  If  specific  waste  had  been 
committed  on  the  premises,  as,  for  instance,  by  pulling 
down  a  house  and  selling  the  materials,  such  an  enquiry 
would  have  been  essential,  but  that  does  not  apply  to 
mere  depreciation  arish^  from  bad  husrbandry.  [Alder- 
tan,  B. — In  Hughes  v.  Williams  (a),  Lard   Eldon  says, 

(fl)12Vc8.496. 
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1836.  that  '^  if  the  mortgagee  can  be  shewn  to  be  guilty  of  such 
gross  negligence  as  comes  up  to  the  description  of  wilful 
default,  he  ought  to  be  answerable  for  it.*'  The  question 
is,  whether  there  has  not  been  here  such  gross  negligence 
as  to  occasion  depreciation ;  not  merely  whether  there  has 
been  mishusbandry.  What  is  alleged  by  the^witness  as  to 
the  manner  of  cropping  the  land,  appears  to  be  gross  mis- 
conduct in  the  mortgagees.]  The  question  is  not  between 
landlord  and  tenant,  but  between  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee. The  tenant  is  under  a  contract  with  his  landlord 
for  the  proper  management  of  his  farm,  but  the  mortgagee 
is  in  no  such  situation.  If,  failing  to  obtain  his  principal 
and  interest,  he  gets  possession  of  the  premises,  he  ought 
not  to  be  responsible  for  any  thing  beyond  fraud.  As  to 
the  bill  of  costs,  it  is  clear,  that  unless  it  contains  a  tax* 
able  item,  it  ought  not  to  be  submitted  to  the  Master  for 
taxation.  [Alderson,  B. — It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of 
costs  which  has  been  paid  ;  and  I  think  the  Master  ought 
to  look  at  it.]  If  it  is  submitted  to  him  with  a  view  to 
surcharge  and  falsification,  the  plain  tiff  ought  to  point  out 
the  particular  items  which  he  objects  to. 

Mr.  ShadweUf  for  another  defendant. 

Mr.  Spence,  in  reply,  contended  that  it  could  not  be 
consistent  with  the  duty  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  so 
to  manage  the  property,  that  when  the  mortgagor  came 
to  redeem,  it  was  not  worth  half  its  value.  He  cited 
Russell  V.  Smithies  (a)  as  shewing  the  principle  on  which 
cases  of  this  nature  rest,  although  there,  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  decision  was  in  favour  of  the  mortgagee; 

Alderson  B. — There  is  no  dispute  that  the  account 
will  be  taken,  generally,  in  the  ordinary  manner.  The 
decree  will  direct  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the 

(a)  I  Anst.  96. 


COURT   OF   EXCHEQUER.  121 

principal  money  and  interest  due  to  the  mortgagees,  to         1836. 
charge  them  with  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  them 
Bince  they  took  possession,  and  to  take  an  account  of  the  v, 

crops  sold  by  them  since  that  period ;  and  upon  making 
all  due  allowances,  the  Master  will  and  ought  to  deduct 
from  the  monies  found  to  have  been  received  from  the 
sales  the  expenses  of  the  sales,  and  ail  necessary  ex- 
penses which  tlie  mortgagees  incurred  to  obtain  a  transfer 
from  the  purchasers  of  the  crops  of  the  monies  due  upon 
such  salcR. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  I  ought  to  direct  the 
Master  to  enquire  into  the  amount  of  the  bill  which  formed 
part  of  the  consideration  for  the  mortgage  executed  by 
Wragg  to  his  attorney.  I  think  I  ought ;  because,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  Clarke  and  Wragg  being  in  the  situation 
of  attorney  and  chent  at  the  time  these  transactions  took 
place,  Wragg*s  assent  to  the  bill  of  costs  was  not  such  an 
assent  as  ought  to  preclude  him  from  an  enquiry  upon  the 
subject  before  the  Master.  At  the  same  time  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  require  Clarke  now  to  enter  intp  evidence 
of  business  done  for  his  client ;  and  the  only  question  will 
be,  whether,  if  the  business  were  done,  the  charges  arc 
fair  and  reasonable.  If  the  Master  thinks  that  they  are 
not  so,  he  must  make  a  deduction  in  that  respect. 

Then  comes  the  important  que^itton,  whether  I  ought 
to  charge  the  defendants  with  the  deterioration  in  the 
value  of  the  premises  since  the  period  when  Clarke  took 
possession.  It  is  clear  that  a  mortgagee  ought  not  to  be 
charged  with  deterioration  arising  in  the  ordinary  way,  by 
reason  of  houses  and  buildings  of  a  perishable  nature 
decaying  by  time,  which  was  the  case  in  Anstruther. 
There,  the  mortgagee  was  in  possession  of  the  premises 
for  forty  years ;  and  during  so  long  a  time  the  decay  would 
naturally  take  place,  even  supposing  the  premises  to  be 
repaired  in  the  mean  time  in  the  ordinary  way.  I  think, 
aho,  that  a  mortgagee  ought  not  to  be  charged  exactly 
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1836.  witli  the  same  degree  of  care  as  a  mania  supposed  to  take 
who  keeps  possession  of  his  own  property.  But  if  there 
be  gross  negligence,  by  which  the  property  is  deteriorated 
in  value,  the  mortgagee  who  is  in  possession  is  trustee  for 
the  mortgagor  to  that  extent  that  he  ought  to  be  made 
responsible  for  that  deterioration  during  the  time  of  his 
possession.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  the  length  of  shewing 
fraud  in  the  mortgagee :  gross  negligence  is  sufficient.  The 
question  therefore  is,  whether  the  fact  of  gross  negligence 
is  sufficiently  established  in  this  case  to  enable  me  to 
direct  the  enquiry  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff.  Upon  that 
point  I  should  Uke  to  look  more  minutely  into  the  oti* 
dence,  because  if  the  Master  be  directed  to  make  that 
enquiry,  there  will  be  considerable  additional  expense. 
If  upon  examination  of  the  evidence  I  should  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  a  prima  facie  case  of  gross  negligence  is 
made  out,  I  must  direct  the  enquiry.  If,  on  the  otlier 
hand,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  is  not  sufficient 
evidence  of  that  fact,  of  course  the  principle  of  law  will 
not  apply. 

On  the  following  day  his  Lordship  said  that  he  had 
looked  through  the  evidence,  and  upon  the  whole  he 
thought  he  ought  to  direct  an  enquiry  as  to  whether  the 
deterioration  in  the  value  of  the  premises  had  arisen  from 
the  gross  negligence  in  the  mortgagees  for  want  of  proper 
repairs  and  proper  cultivation.  As  to  the  other  point, 
respecting  the  bill  of  costs,  his  Lordship  thought  that  the 
Master  ought  to  look  at  the  bill  with  a  view  to  consider 
the  propriety  of  the  items,  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
business  had  been  actually  done. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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Edwards  v.  Edwards.  jj^    25M. 

Farmer    EDWARDS,    deceased,   holding   certain  Qv^rre, whether 
copyhold  lands  for  lives,  under  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  realoni^cM- 
Winchester,  as  lords  of  the  manor  of  Honiton,  in  the  SedSlthofa" 
county  of  Wilts,  agreed  to  surrender  the  same,  for  the  tenant  in  pos- 

*.        ,      .       .  1.  /.  /.I       ieMionoflandi 

purpose   of  substitutipg  two  new  hves  for  two  of  the  hoiden  of  a 
original  hves.     1  he  proposed  lives  were  those  of  John  ^l^^  q^^  nf^  j^ 
and  James  Edwards,  who  were  his  ccreat  nephews.     Far-  ''*?^f'?^°°  ^°'" 

'      ^  .  ,  which  the  estotc 

mer  Edwards  having  paid  part  of  the  consideration  money,  i«  hoiden  ihaii 
died;  and  the  agreement  was  carried  into  execution  by  ei^'oythees- 
James  Edwards,  his  brother  and  personal  representative,  ^^^  ^iom  be 

who  paid  the  residue  of  the  consideration  money.     James  s^od  and  rea- 
sonable, whe* 
Edwards  died,  and  under  his  will  the  present  plaintiff,  ther,wherea 

Edward  Edwards,  claimed  the  property,  and  took  pos-  ^^©fsuch* 
session  of  part  of  it.  John  Edwards  took  possession  rf"*^f ^i' ^**% 
of  the  other  part;  and  also  brought  an  action  of  eject-  and  his  grand 

1  .1*1  .1  •         nephews  and 

ment  to  recover  the  part  which  was  in  the  possession  dies,  the  grant 
of  Edward,  alleging  an  intention  in  Farmer  Edwards  to  In^iIdvMcemelu 
provide  for  his  great  nephews ;  and  also  alleging  a  custom  ^°*'  ^**«  s^and 

,  nephews,  so  as 

in  the  manor,  that  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  pos-  to  rebut  a  re- 
session  of  an  estate  hoiden  of  the  manor  for  lives,  the  next  JavSuf  ofoiher 
life  in  reversion  for  which  the  estate  is  hoiden  shall  be  P*''»**  claiming 

under  the  pur- 

eniitled  to  enjoy  the  estate^  chaser. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the  action,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  obtained  the  common  injunction. 


Mr.  Spence^  for  the  defendant,  now  moved  to  dissolve 
the  injunction,  the  defendant  having  put  in  his  answer. 
He  also  submitted,  tliat  as  the  custom  under  which  the 
defendant  claimed  could  not  be  disputed,  the  Court  would 
give  him  the  immediate  benefit  of  a  judgment,  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  establish  his  legal  title  for  the  purposes  of 
this  suit,  without  the  expense  of  prosecuting  the  action. 
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1836-  The  legal  title  of  the  defendant  was  recognised  in  Edwards 
V.  Fidel  (a).  This  is  purely  a  question  of  equity  ;  namely, 
whether  the  defendant  can  rebut  the  resulting  trust  of 
which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  have  the  benefit.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  onus  of  rebutting  that  resulting  trust  rests 
upon  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Tenant^  contrd. — The  defendant  has  no  equity^  for 
he  admits  that  be  never  paid  a  farthing  for  the  property* 
and  no  legal  title,  because  the  custom  set  up  is  unreason- 
able and  bad.  The  case  of  Edward*  v.  Fidel  is  overruled 
by  Lewis  v.  Lane  (b). 

Mr.  SpencCy  in  reply. — Edwards  v.  Fidel  was  only  cited 
as  recognising  the  legal  title  of  the  defendant.  The 
opinion  there  given  as  to  the  validity  of  a  custom  which 
excludes  resulting  trusts,  is  not  relied  upon  here ;  for  it 
is  admitted  that  the  defendant  must  rebut  the  resulting 
trust.  Taylor  v.  Alston  (c)  will  probably  govern  the  pre- 
sent case.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron, — ^The  customs  in 
Wiltshire  are  peculiar.  That  which  you  state  is  a  curious 
one,  for  it  precludes  the  common  law  right  of  holding  in 
joint-tenancy.] 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  cannot,  under  present 
circumstances,  consent  to  allow  the  defendant  the  benefit 
of  the  judgment ;  but,  as  the  title  at  law  is  disputed,  I  see 
no  reason  why  I  should  preclude  him  from  going  to  trial. 
Therefore,  the  injunction  must  he  dissolved  as  to  that ; 
but  let  there  be  an  injunction  to  stay  execution  till  the 
question  in  equity  is  settled. 

(a)  3  Madd.  23?.  {b)  2  M.  &  K.  449. 

(c)  2  Cox,  96,  cited. 
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Lord  Glenoall  r.  Edwards.  ^%  7th. 

JL  Ills  was  a  bill  of  discovery,  in  aid  of  a  defence  to  an  Upon  a  bin  of 
x*.ction  brought  against   the  plaintiff  on  two  bills  of  ex-  ofTdefence  ?o^ 
change,  which  had  been  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de-  f" action  oo  a 

^  6  J  I  bill  of  exchange, 

Cend ant's  father.  if  the  defen- 

The  father  died  in  March,  1832,  and  the  defendant  uTnterrogated 
^ook  out  letters  of  administration  of  his  father's  effects,  f  *° '*»«  *?""»■ 

'    deration  given 

and  possessed  himself  of  the  books  and  papers  of  the  de-  for  the  bill,  he 
<;eased.     The  defendant,  however,  by  his  former  answer  only  as  to  the 
to  the  bill,  alleged  that  he  had  not  come  into  the  pos-  ^^ch  h^'^ave 
session  of  these  bills  of  exchange  as  his  father's  adminis-  fof  the  bill  him- 
trator,  but  had  received  them  from  his  father  for  valuable  that  which  he 
consideration.      He    admitted,    however,    that    he    had  pany'to  have 
sssistr^d  his  father  in  his  business,  and  knew  the  state  of  ^^^^ 
his  affairs. 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  was,  that  from  18)?1  to  1828 
the  plaintiff  had  employed  the  defendant's  father  as  his 
tailor,  and  that  he  had  frequently  paid  him  by  means  of 
bills,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff*  on  his  agent,  but  that  the 
plaintiff  had  never  had  any  dealings  with  the  defendant's 
father  except  as  his  tailor,  and  that  all  accounts  between 
them  had  been  long  since  settled  and  paid. 

The  plaintiff*  having  amended  his  bill  by  interrogating 
the  defendant  more  closely  as  to  the  consideration  for 
which  these  bills  were  given,  exceptions  were  taken  to  the 
answer  for  insufficiency. 

Per  Curiam, — In  an  action  brought  against  Lord  Glen- 
gall  on  these  bills,  he  must  shew,  first,  that  the  bills  were 
without  consideration  in  the  hands  of  the  deceased,  and, 
secondly,  that  they  were  without  consideration  in  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff  at  law.  It  was  long  doubtful 
whether  a  defendant  might  not  throw  the  onus  of  prov- 
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1836.         ing  consideration  on  the  plaintiff,  by  shewing  that  it  was 
^^^         an  accommodation  bill ;  but  it  has  lately  been  held  that 
Glknoall     you  cannot  da  that.     In  ihi&  case,  if  the  defendant  had 
Edwaedb.     answered — I  hold  the  bill  propria  jure,  and  know  nothing 
about  my  father's  affairs — that  would  have  been  a  com- 
plete answer;  but  the  defendant  goes  farther  than  that. 
He  answers  in  such  a  manner  as  to  shew  that  he  can  rely 
on  both  points  at  law :  he  is,  therefore,  bound  to  give  the 
plaintiff  an  explicit  answer  on  both  points.     It  is  clear 
that  when  a  bill  of  discovery  is  filed  against  a  person  who 
brings  his  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  the  plaintiff 
in  equity  puts  questions  as  to  tlie  consideration^  the  de- 
fendant in  equity  is  bound  to  state,  not  only  the  consi- 
deration which  he  gave  for  the  bill  himself,  but  that  which 
he  knows  another  to  have  given. 

The  Court  was  then  about  to  allow  the  exception ;  but 
it  appearing  upon  an  examination  of  other  parts  of  the 
defendant's  answer,  that  he  had  stated  upon  the  whole 
what  was  sufficient  to  meet  the  plaintiff's  ends. 

The  exception  was  overruled. 
Mr.  Simpkiman^  and  Mr.  E.  Montague,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Temple,  and  Mr.  Kenyon  Pa/rker,  for  the  defen- 
dant; 
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JaNSON  r.  SOLARTE.  May  Uth. 

jL  H  Ebill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  on  behalf  Upon  a  bill  of 
tif  the  underwriters   at  Lloyd's,   against  the  defendant  of  a  defence  at 
Solarte,  and  two  other  persons  of  the  names  of  Sante-  juniuJlf to"  *"" 
marie  and  Santos,  for  discovery,  and  for  a  commission  ««train  the 

1    .         .        HI  it  proceeding!  at 

to  examine  witnesses  abroad  in  aid  of  the  defence  to  an  law,  the  Court 
action  brought  against  the  plaintiff  by  Solarte  on  two  po-  (^^  injuncdon^ 
licies  of  insurance.    The  policies  were  effected  on  'certain  ***^'°I*  *l^  ^ 

'  coming  in  of  a 

goods  and  doubloons,  alleged  to  have  been  shipped  at  defendant's 

Bordeaux,  on  board  a  vessel  which  sailed  from  that  place  preflumptive° 

on  the  4th  of  September,  1829,  and  was  lost  on  the  15th  jealh^^that" 

of  the  same  month.     The  interest  was  averred  to  be  in  evidence, 

,  -  .,  though  strong, 

the  defendants  Santemarie  and  Santos,  who  at  the  time  be  quaiided  by 
of  the  alleged  shipment  were  merchants  and  partners,  resi-  ^^^^^\o^ 

dent  at  Bordeaux.  contrary  con- 

clusion. 
The  bai  was  filed  in  February,  18.10.     In  April,  1836,      Answer  read 

the  defendant  Santos  put  in  a  very  full  answer,  in  which  ofa  fact,  and 
he  stated,  that  in  consequence  of  the  loss  of  the  property  jjftferto*^"  - 
insured,  and  other  severe  losses,  he  and  his  partner  were  tradict  the 
obliged,  in  February/ 1830,  to  borrow  a  large  sum  of  money  that  &ct. 
in  order  to  continue  their  payments ;  and  that,  as  a  secu- 
rity for  the  sum  borrowed,  they  assigned  the  policies  in 
question  to  the  lenders  of  the  money.     He  further  stated, 
that  he  and  his  partner  afterwards  stopped  payment ;  that 
in  March,  1831,  their  failure  was  declared  by  the  Tribunal 
de  Commerce  at  Bourdeaux,  and  that   syndics  or  assig- 
nees of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  partnership  were 
duly  appointed    by  that   Court:    that  considerable  dis- 
cussion took  place  in  the  French  courts  as  to  what  was  to 
be  considered  the  precise  legal  time  of  the  failure,  and 
that  it  was  ultimately  decided  by  the  proper  court  of  ap- 
peal, that  the  failure  took  place  on  theSOth  of  April,  1830. 
The  defendant  then  stated,  that  owing  to  these  proceed- 

VOL.  n.  K  EQ.  EX. 


1S8  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1836.        ingSy  and  other  circumstances  which  he  mentioned,  he  had 
been  unable  to  put  in  his  answer  at  an  earlier  period. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  the  common  injunction, 
a  motion  was  now  made  to  dissolve  it  as  against  the  de- 
fendant Santemarie,  who  had  not  answered*  but  who 
was  not  to  be  found.  In  support  of  the  motion,  the  fol- 
lowing statement  was  read  from  the  answer  of  the  defen- 
dant Santos: — That  Santemarie  left  Bordeaux  for  London 
in  November,  1829,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  with  the 
underwriters,  at  which  time  he  was  in  a  very  bad  and 
infirm  state  of  health,  and  was  of  a  consumptive  habit,  and 
afflicted  with  spitting  of  blood,  for  which  complaint  a  cold 
climate,  such  as  England  in  the  winter  season,  is  parti- 
cularly unfavourable.  That  the  defendant  was  informed 
that,  shortly  after  Santemarie  arrived  in  London,  he  found 
his  complaint  so  much  increased  by  the  nature  of  the 
climate,  that  he  was  under  the  necessity  of  quitting  Eng- 
land. That  he  went  from  thence  to  Nice,  and  from  Nice 
to  Grenoa,  where  the  defendant  received  a  letter  from  him 
in  March,  1830.  That  since  that  time  the  defendant  had 
received  no  letter  from  him,  but  was  informed  during  the 
last  year  by  Mr.  Doris,  a  broker  at  Bordeaux,  that  Sante- 
marie had  gone  from  Italy  to  Rio  Janeiro,  and  had  died 
there ;  but  by  what  means  Mr.  Doris  obtained  such  in- 
formation, and  whether  the  same  was  true  or  not,  the 
defendant  could  not  set  forth.  That  from  the  circum- 
stances before  mentioned,  and  from  no  communications 
ever  having  been  since  received  from  him,  either  by  the 
defendant  or  any  other  person  at  Bordeaux,  the  defendant 
was  fully  persuaded,  and  had  no  doubt,  that  Santemarie 
had  long  since  died,  it  having  been  the  opinion  of  the 
defendant  and  other  friends  of  Santemarie*s,  at  the  time 
he  quitted  Bordeaux  for  England,  that  he  would  not 
recover  from  bis  disease ;  and  that  it  would  in  no  very 
long  time  occasion  his.  death. 

In  answer  to  this  statement,  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Wil- 
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liams,  the  agent  of  the  plaintiflTs  solicitor,  was  read.    The         18d6. 
deponent  stated  some  sh'ght  circuinstances,   tending  to 
shew  that  Santemarie  had  not  gone  to  Genoa.      He  how- 
ever added,  that  he  had  in  his  possession  letters,  in  the 
handwriting  of  Santemarie,  and  which  had  been  sent  to 
bit  correspondents  at  Paris,  bearing  the  date  and  post- 
mark of  Geneva,  and  dated  at  several  times  in  1830.   The 
last  date  was  that  of  the  4th  September,  1830.  According 
alao  Co  the  deponent's  information  and  belief,  Santemarie 
bad  at  the  time  of  making  this  deposition  several  children 
and  relations  living  near  Perpignan  and  at  Barcelona ; 
and  in  January,  18S0,  when  the  deponent  was  at  Bordeaux, 
a  nephew  of  Santemarie,  who  attended  at  the  counting- 
house  of  the  firm  at  that  place,  corresponded  with  hia 
uncle  at  Geneva. 

Mr.  Siwipkinsan,  Mr.  SideboHom,  and  Mr.  Heaihfield, 
for  the  motion. — ^There  are  many  cases  where,  though  it 
be  known  that  a  defendant  is  alive,  the  Court  will  dissolve 
the  common  injunction  before  the  coming  in  of  his  answer. 
The  (uiset  on  that  subject  are  collected  in  Bowles  v. 
€}rr  (a).  Those  of  Montague  v.  Hill  (b),  and  Vandam  v. 
Mtmro  (c),  are  likewise  in  point.  But  here,  we  contend 
that  the  defendant  Santemarie  is  dead.  There  is  every 
evidence  of  that  fact,  short  of  a  burial  certificate,  and  Mr. 
Williams*s  affidavit  does  not  contradict  the  answer  in  any 
material  point.  Besides,  supposing  him  to  be  alive,  he 
has  assigned  his  interest,  ^r  at  all  events,  his  interest 
ceased  on  the  bankruptcy.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It 
does  not  signify  in  whom  the  interest  is  vested.  The 
plaintiffs  in  equity  have  a  right  to  discovery,  and  the  only 
question  is,  whether  Santemarie  can  make  a  discovery.] 
Santemarie  having  assigned  his  interest,  his  answer  could 
not  be  read  on  the  trial  of  this  action :  Imperial  Gas 

(a)  1  Y.  &  C.  474.  {h)  4  Rubs,  12S.  (c)  2  Anst.  502. 
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Company  v.  Clarke  (a).  [The  Lard  Chirf  Baron. — ^Ac- 
cording to  that  arguinent,  if  any  one  of  the  defendants  in 
equity  assigns  his  interest,  you  can  only  go  against  the 
others.] 

Mr.  G.  Richardsy  and  Mr.  J.  Russell,  contra.— The  only 
question  is,  whether  Santemarie  is  dead.  If  he  is  dead, 
it  will  be  difficult  to  say,  even  then,  how  the  injunction  is 
to  be  dissolved — if  he  is  alive,  the  underwriters  are  en- 
titled to  his  answer.  It  has  been  argued,  that  the  answer 
of  Santemarie  could  not  be  used  in  the  King's  Bench, 
although  he  assigned  his  interest  subsequently  to  the  ac- 
tion. If  that  be  so,  parties  have  only  to  make  a  fraudulent 
shipment,  and  then  to  assign  their  pretended  interest.  In 
some  of  the  cases,  an  assignment  has  been  made  for  a 
valuable  consideration  before  the  proceedings  commenced. 
That  was  the  ground  of  Lord  Lyndhursts  decirion  in  the 
case  of  the  Imperial  Gas  Company y  but  no  ground  of  that 
nature  exists  here.  The  answer  of  Santemarie  is  required 
for  the  purpose  of  clearing  up  several  points  upon  which 
Santos  is  silent.  As  to  the  allegation  of  his  death,  it  is 
singular  that  his  partner  should  be  unable  to  make  a 
more  explicit  statement  on  that  subject.  In  some  cases 
injunctions  have  been  dissolved  on  the  coming  in  of  tiie 
answer  of  one  defendant ;  but  those  cases  are  not  appfr- 
cable  here,  and  Bowles  v.  Orr  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
Such  a  motion  as  the  present  must  be  founded  on  very 
special  grounds :   White  v.  Steinwacks  (6). 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  think  it  is  conceded  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  this  application  is  founded 
on  what  is  said  to  be  a  ground  of  exception  to  a  general 

(a)  1  Younjrc,  680.  (b)  19  Ves.  94. 
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rule.     Where  a  party  is  dead,  I  admit  that  must  be  taken         1836. 
to  be  a  good  ground  of  exception.     Other  circumstances 
also  may  lead  to  the  same  result;  but  each  case  must 
depend  on  its  own  peculiar  circumstances.    Now,  what  is 
the  eridence  here  to  satisfy  me  of  the  death  of  this  defen- 
dant t   If  it  depended  entirely  on  the  answer  of  the  defen- 
dant Santos,  I  should  say  it  was  reasonable  evidence  of 
his  death.    It  is  even  consistent  with  the  affidavit  to  a 
certain  extent,  for  the  party  who  makes  the  affidavit  does 
not  swear  to  any  belief  that  Santemarie  is  alive.    True; 
but  the  affidavit  qualifies  the  facts  from  which  the  defen- 
dant Santos  draws  the  inference  of  his  death.    On  the 
one  hand  it  is  said,  that  Santemarie  was  in  ill  health  and 
obliged  to  go  to  London;  that  be  went  from  thence  to 
Oenoa)  from  which  place  the  defendant  heard  from  him 
for  the  last  time,  in  March,  1830;  and  that  the  defendant 
afterwards  heard  from  his  brokers,  that  he  had  gone  to 
Rio  Janeiro,  and  died  there.     I  should  say  that  these 
were  reasonable  grounds  for  presuming  that  he  was  dead. 
But  on  the  other  side  the  evidence  is  qualified  thus.     It 
appears  that  this  gentleman  came  to  England  to  expedite 
the  proceedings  in  this  cause,  and  that  he  afterwards 
quitted  England,  and  went  to  Genoa  ;  and  he  might  have 
been  at  Genoa  in  March.    From  the  answer,  you  would 
suppose  that  he  had  never  been  heard  of  by  his  corre- 
spondents at  Paris  suice  that  period,  but  he  was  heard  of 
at  Geneva  so  late  as   September.    Besides,  he  had  re- 
lations, of  whom  an  inquiry  upon  the  subject  might  have 
been  made. 

Now  it  is  admitted,  as  to  the  case  itself,  that  Santemarie 
was  a  person  who  had  information  to  give.  I  do  not  say 
whether  it  was  material  or  not.  It  is  sufficient,  I  think, 
under  present  circumstances,  to  shew  that  information 
night  have  been  obtained  from  him.  My  opinion  there- 
fore is,  that  the  motion  must  be  refused.  I  will  not  say 
whether  there  is  not  sufficient  strength  in  the  facts  stated 
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by  the  defendant  to  support  the  presumption  on  which  be 
relies^  if  those  facts  stood  alone ;  but  being  explained, 
and  something  being  thrown  into  the  case,  from  which  it 
appears  that  Santos  might  have  known  with  more  certain^ 
the  fact  of  this  gentleman's  death,  I  must  say  that  I  think 
a  jury,  weighing  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  would  scurysely 
come  to  the  conclusion  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant*  It 
appears  therefore  to  me  that  I  ought  not^  upon  aoch  fiu:la, 
to  be  so  satisfied  of  the  death  of  this  party  as  to  refoae 
the  discovery  which  the  plaintiff  seeks. 

I  ought  to  mention  that,  as  the  bill  was  filed  in  February 
1830,  and  Santemarie  was  at  Geneva  in  September  of  that 
year,  and  the  bankruptcy  did  not  take  place  till  1331,1  do 
not  see  why  the  defendants  should  not  have  put  in  their 
answer,  before  the  Tribunal  de  Commerce  at  Bordeaux 
interfered  to  make  them  bankrupts. 

Motion  refused* 


1837. 
Jan,  IZth, 

Policies  of  in- 
•uranee  having 
been  effected 
by  a  certain 
firm  00  goodi 
alleged  to  have 
been  purchaaed 
and  shipped  by 
them  in  Sep- 
tember, 1829, 
and  an  action 
having  been 
brought  on 
those  policies, 
the  under- 
writers filed 
a  bill  of  dis- 
covery against 
the  firm,  alleg- 
ing that  no  _ 

had*i^M^e,  September,  1829,  were  in  very  bad  credit,  and  could  not 

and  afterwards 

obtained  an  order  to  amend  tb^  bill,  vpon  a  suggestion^  supported  by  affidavit,  that  the  firm  hid 
not  sufficient  capital  to  make  the  purchase: — Held,  that  such  permission  to  amend  did  not  autho- 
rise the  underwriters  to  Introduce  into  their  bill  inquhries  as  to  the  geneiai  solvency  of  the  flim,  or 
as  to  its  dealings  and  transactions  from  the  commencement  of  the  partnership  in  1827. 

The  underwriter  has  a  right  to  the  most  extensive  discovery  relative  to  the  porticular  trsnaaetioii 
which  is  impeached,  but  the  Court  will  interpose  to  prevant  him  from  making  geoeral  inqoiaitorial 
inquhrieB. 


The  object  of  this  suit  being  to  ascertain  the  truth  of 
the  alleged  purchase  and  shipment  by  the  defendants 
Santemarie  and  Santos,  the  original  bill  contained  charges 
to  the  effect,  that  the  whole  case  made  in  support  of  the 
action  at  law  was  false ;  that  no  such  property  as  that 
comprised  in  the  policies  had  in  fact  been  purchased 
or  shipped  by  those  defendants ;  that  the  goods  which 
they  pretended  to  have  purchased  amounted  in  value 
to  more  than  175,000  francs,  and  that  a  large  portion 
of  them  were  alleged  to  have  been  paid  for  by  bills 
drawn  and  accepted  by  the  defendants  at  very  long 
dates,  whereas  in  fact  the  defendants,  in  August  and 
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have  procured  credit  for  10,000  franca  on  tbeir  bilk.  The  1837* 
bQl  alao  charged^  that  by  ihe  papers  which  they  had  deli- 
fered  to  the  company  it  appeared  that  they  had  oot  pur- 
chited  doabloona  to  the  value  mentioned  in  the  second 
[xdicy*  The  bill  then  contained  many  minute  inquiries  as 
to  the  time  and  manner  in  vhich  the  alleged  purchases 
were  made,  and  the  names  of  the  several  vendora  and 
conaigneea. 

According  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant  SantoSj  which 
purported  to  be  a  fiiU  explanation  of  the  several  matters 
ioquired  aftet  by  the  bill,  the  goods  comprised  in  the  first 
poliej  were  paid  for  by  cash,  and  in  every  other  possible 
manlier ;  but  the  doubloons  were,  for  the  most  part,  pur- 
chased by  giving  creft  in  account  to  the  vendor,  and  by 
laeans  of  accommodation  billa. 

The  plsdntiff,  conceiving  that  the  circumstances  disclosed 
by  the  answer,  and  other  circumstances  within  his  know- 
ledge,  aflbfded  the  means  of  farther  discovery,  moved  for 
and  obtained  an  order,  in  July,  1836,  that  he  might  be  at 
liberty  to  amend  his  bill  without  prejudice  to  the  injunc- 
tioo*     The  motion  was  supported  by  the  affidavits  of  the 
plaintiiF's  agents,  Mr.  La  Vie  and  Mr.  Williams,  stating 
further  circumstances  with  a  view  to  shew  that  this  was 
not  a  bond  fide  purchase;  suggesting  also,  that  suchcir- 
cnmatancea  might  be  proved  by  an  inspection  of  the  de- 
fendants' hooka,  sbkI  of  the  correspondence  between  them 
and  the  partiea  to  whom  the  doubloona  were  alleged  to 
have  been  consigned*    Amongst  other  things,  tlie  depo- 
nents stated  their  belief  that  the  partnership  of  Santemarie 
and  Santos  was  not  possessed  of  sufficient  capital  to  make 
the  dl^ed  pnrchaae. 

The  order  of  July,  1836,  was  qualified  by  a  direction 
that  the  amendments  should  be  made  within  a  month,  and 
that  they  should  be  confined  to  matters  suggested  by  the 
afBdavita  of  La  Vie  and  Williams,  and  such  matters  as 
might  arise  from  the  inspection  of  the  books. 
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The  plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  introducing  into  it  a 
variety  of  new  charges,  to  the  effect  that  Santemarie  and 
Santos  entered  into  co-partnership  in  1887,  and  that  from' 
the  books  of  the  partnership  it  would  appear  that  they 
were  insolvent,  and  incapable  of  m^ing  the  pretended 
shipment.    That  they  had  numerous  books,  consisting  of 
rough-books,  cash-books,  books  for  bills  payable,  for  bills 
receivable,  &c.,  and  that  they  ought  to  set  forth  a  full  Usl 
and  statement  of  all  such  books,  and  of  all  books  used  in 
their  business  during  the  years  18S7,  18S8,  and,18S9,  and 
who  were  the  book-keepers,  and  where  the  books  noware« 
&c.    That  the  defendants  were  insolvent  loi^  previous  to 
the  pretended  shipment.    That  they  commenced   their 
business  with  a  small  capital,  and  had.  not  sufficient  to 
purchase  the  doubloons ;  and  so  it  would  appear  if  they* 
would  set  forth  what  capital  they  had  when  they  com- 
menced partnership,  and  if  the  same  consisted  of  cash, 
what  cash — and  if  of  goods,  what  goods — and  if  of  bills 
of  exchange,  who  were  liable  thereon — and  if  of  debts, 
from  whom  due,  and  where  the  debtors  now  live  or  are  to 
be  found.     That  the  defendants  carried  on  business  with 
a  daily  loss ;  and  so  it  would  appear  if  ttiey  would  set  forth 
what  sums  of  money  &c.  were  paid,  and  what  received,  to 
and  by  them  between  the  SJst  December,  18£7,  and  the 
Slst  December,  18^,  and  what  was  the  capital  in  hand 
at  those  respective  times,  and  of  what  the  same  consisted. . 
That  they  ought  to  set  forth  the  amount  of  goods  bought 
by  them  in  each  and  every  month  between  the  Slst  De- 
cember, 1827,  and  the  Slst  December,  1829,  and  when 
and  of  whom  the  same  were  bought,  and  to  whom  sold», 
and  where  delivered ;  and  for  how  much  the  same  were, 
sold,  and  when,  where,  and  by  whom  the  same  were  paid 
for.     Similar  charges  were  made  as  to  bills  of  exchange: 
received  and  paid  by  the  firm  between  the  respective  times  • 
above  mentioned.     In  addition  to  these  and  many  other 
charges  of  a  like  nature,  the  bill  contained  charges  more. 


Mr.  G«  Richar€k,  (with  whom  waa  Mr.  J.  RusseU)^ 
contra. — ^The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  ascertain  whether  the 
defendants  had  the  means  of  purchasing  the  doubloons. 
He  had  also  a  right  to  the  inspection  of  the  entries  in  the 
books,  in  order  to  see  from  whom  the  doubloons  were 
alleged  to  be  purchased,  and  to  call  the  party  named  in 
those  entries  to  contradict  the  fact.  Many  of  the  books 
of  1829  refer  to  those  of  former  years.  With  respect  to 
the  charge  of  insolvency,  the  order  gave  the  plaintiff  power 
to  examine  as  to  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  affidavits, 
and  amongst  those  matters  was  the  defendants*  want  of 
capital.  The  only  way  in  which  the  defendants  could, 
shew  that  they  had  capital,  was  by  giving  an  account  of. 
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imiiiediately  bearing  upon  the  subject  of  the  purchase, 
namely,  in  relation  to  the  accommodation  bills,  and  the* 
correspondence  between  the  defendants  and  their  agents, 
and  the  alleged  consequences. 

Mr.  SimpkmiOH,  Mr.  Sideboitam,  and  Mr.  Heathfieldt 
DOW  moved  that  the  amended  bill  might  be  taken  off  the 
file  for  irregularity,  contending  that  the  amendments  were 
not  within  the  terms  of  the  order,  and  that,  independently 
€>f  the  order,  they  were  impertinent  and  inquisitorial ;  that 
the  plaintiff  had  already  had  an  inspection  of  the  defend- 
anta*  books  so  far  as  related  to  this  transaction,  and  had  no 
right  to  ask  for  a  general  inspection  of  the  books,  or  for  an 
siccount  of  the  dealings  of  the  partnership  from  its  com- 
mencement ;  that  it  was  not  alleged,  either  in  the  original 
bill  or  in  the  affidavits  that  the  firm  was  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  the  shipment;  that  the  statement  in  the  affidavits 
as  to  the  defendants  wanting  capital  to  make  this  shipment, 
was  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  general  charge  of  insolvency ; 
and  that  such  a  charge,  even  in  an  original  bill,  would  have 
been  impertinent,  and  not  called  for  by  the  justice  of  the 
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18d7.        their  dealiogs  and  transactions  since  18S7.    The  doublooiis 
'  were  purchased  by  means  of  accommodation  bills.     [The 

n.  Lard  Chief  Baron* — Unless  the  defendants  said  that  they 

purchased  them  with  their  own  capital,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  they  purchased  them  with  borrowed  money  or 
not.]  At  all  events,  accommodation  bills  do  not  form  a 
portion  of  the  capital  of  a  house,  though  money  may  be 
raised  upon  them.  Now  in  the  books  they  may  appear  as 
bills,  taken  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade,  whereas  the 
plaintiff  may  shew  the  contrary.  Upon  this  point,  there* 
fore,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  inspection  of  the  entries 
in  the  books.  He  is  also  entitled  to  a  full  discovery  of  the 
correspondence  with  the  consignees. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. 

The  LoiLD  Chief  Baron — ^I  have  some  recollection  of 
this  order :  I  hope  that  I  was  not  the  means  of  misleading 
the  parties.  The  order  was  settled  by  the  learned  coon- 
sel  on  both  sides,  and  I  supposed  that  the  object  of  it  had 
been  understood  and  agreed  upon.  I  conceive,  that  in 
limiting  the  amendments  to  the  facts  suggested  by  the 
aflSdavits,  and  to  an  examination  of  the  books,  it  was  not 
intended  to  give  the  underwriters  a  more  general  power 
of  discovery  than  they  had  before.  They  were  to  confine 
their  inquiries  to  matters  put  in  issue  by  the  answer  fo 
the  original  bill.  It  was  not  intended  to  submit  the  par- 
ties to  a  general  inquisition,  such  as  the  answer  eouM 
not  have  justified,  as  to  the  dealings  and  transactioos 
of  the  firm. 

Nothing  is  more  difficult  to  ascertain,  and  nothing  more 
dangerous  than  to  limit,  the  right  of  underwriters  to  dis« 
covery.  It  has  been  considered,  at  all  times  and  in  aD 
countries,  that  in  cases  of  this  nature  the  underwriters 
are  entitled,  not  only  to  a  discovery  of  all  the  cireumstaneee 
attending  the  original  contract,  but  to  the  whole  history 
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of  the  adventure  and  loss.    Therefore  it  is  very  difficult,        1S37* 
and»  perhaps^  dangerous,  to  limit  the  power  of  the  under- 
writen  in  that  respect.    If,  for  example,  upon  a  bill  of 
disccnrery  by  underwriters,  the  assured  stated  by  their 
anspwer  that  they  had  shipped  the  goods  in  question,  and 
had  purchased  them  with  part  of  their  spare  capital,  and 
bj  aome  aubsequent  fact  it  became  known  to  the  under- 
wrilera  that  they  had  no  spare  capital,  but  had  been  in 
the  habit  of  borrowing  money  to  sustain  their  credit,  then 
the  inquiry  whether  tl^y  were  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  shipment  might  become  important,  and  such  a 
&ct  being  discovered  would  justify  an  amendment  of  the 
Inlly  in  order  to  ask  the  defendants  how  they  could  recon- 
dle  that  with  their  original  statement ;  so  that  there  may 
be  cases  where  an  inquiry,  as  to  the  insolvency  of  the  as- 
sured at  a  particular  time,  may  be  important.    Now, 
according  to  my  recollection  of  the  original  answer-^but 
my  memory  in  these  respects  is  very  deceitful — ^I  thought 
it  had  stated  that  the  defendants  had  purchased  the  dou- 
Uoona  with  their  own  capital.     That  was  my  impression, 
and  I  requested  Mr.  Richards  to  read  it,  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  that  such  was  its  purport.    I  find,  however,  that 
the  answer  does  not  say  thst,  but  leaves  that  matter  m 
ambiguo.    It  says  that  the  doubloons  were  purchased  of 
a  house  with  whom  they  had  a  running  account,  and  that 
for  some  they  gave  credit  in  account,  and  for  others  they 
paid  by  means  of  bills.    It  is  not  material*  therefore, 
whether  they  were  obliged  to  borrow  the  money  for  that 
purpose,  for  such  facts  as  those  are  quite  consistent  with 
their  having  made  the  purchase.    The  true  question  is, 
whether  they  shipped  these  goods.     If  they  had  said 
these  were  superabundant  goods  of  their  own,  they  would 
have  put  their  insolvency  in  issue ;  but  under  the  circum- 
stances I  think  that  all  the  questions  as  to  their  insolvency 
are  immaterial,  inquisitorial*  and  not  justified  except  by 
a  very  extreme  case  indeed. 
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With  respect  to  the  entries  in  the  books,  the  genenl 
rule  is,  that  the  underwriter  has  a  right  to  the  inspection 
of  every  thing  relating  to  the  particular  transaction  in  dis* 
pute.  If  there  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  purcha8e»  or  die 
shipmenti  or  the  value  of  the  goods,  or  on  any  question 
as  to  false  papers  imposed  on  the  underwriter,  he  has  a 
right  to  the  inspection  of  the  books  of  the  assured  in  le- 
lation  to  those  individual  matters,  but  not  in  relation  to 
matters  not  connected  with  the  transaction.  If  by  his  an^ 
swer  the  defendant  makes  any  other  matter  mitl^erial  to 
tlie  inquiry,  then  he  makes  it  the  subject  of  an  amended 
bill;  but  otherwise  the  underwriter  has  no  right  to  an 
inspection  of  the  entries,  beyond  the  individual  transac- 
tion in  which  he  is  interested.  Here,  all  the  grounds  for 
suspicion  of  the  fidelity  of  the  entries  are  fair  subjects  of 
amendment  in  any  matter  relating  to  the  purchase,  or,  to 
go  a  step  further,  to  the  mode  by  which  the  bills  are  ac- 
quired, by  which  the  defendants  say  they  made  the  pur- 
chase. I  should  think  such  inquiries  relevant,  as  arising 
from  the  facts  put  in  issue  by  La  Vie's  affidavit.  He 
raises  the  question,  whether  the  facts  as  stated  in  the 
answer  in  relation  to  the  purchase  of  the  goods  are  true. 
But  any  question  which  does  not  so  arise  is  immaterial,  by 
the  same  rule  as  that  which  I  have  just  now  stated  in 
regard  to  the  question  of  insolvency. 

Another  question  is,  as  to  the  accommodation  bills.  As 
to  that  I  confess  it  does  not  appear  to  me  important  what 
were  the  particular  bills  which  were  given  for  the  pur- 
chase. Suppose  they  were  accommodation  bills ;  stiU,  if 
they  were  handed  over  to  the  sellers,  it  is  equivalent  to  a 
payment.  The  important  inquiry  is,  whether  they  knew 
to  whom  they  gave  and  from  whom  they  received  those 
bills.  At  the  same  time,  there  would,  even  then,  be  a 
distinction  between  accommodation  bills  given  to  support 
the  credit  of  the  house  generally,  and  the  like  bills  given 
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for  this  particular  transaction.     In  the  former  case  the         1837* 
inqiury  would  be  more  limited  than  in  the  latter. 

The  inquiry  as  to  the  correspondence  with  the  consignees 
is  properly  introduced  into  the  amended  bill.  The  cor- 
respondence with  those  persons  may  be  very  important,  to 
shew  whether  any  shipment  was  made  to  that  house  or 
not ;  whether,  in  truth,  it  was  the  same  house  or  not  to 
wrliich  the  consignment  is  alleged  to  have  been  made.  And 
upon  the'question,  whether  this  was  a  bond  fide  purchase, 
the  correspondence  respecting  it,  and  the  books  of  that 
liouae — ^if  the  defendants  have  any  controul  over  it — would 
1>e  important.  At  all  events,  I  cannot  say  that  such  an 
inquiry,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  transaction,  is  unim- 
portant. If  it  goes  to  entries  beyond  this  transaction,  then 
it  is  unimportsnt. 

Having  stated  this,  I  presume  there  will  be  no  difficulty 
as  to  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  bill. 


Morris  v.  Kearslet.  June  Zrd. 

Henry  robin  son  carried  on  the  business  of  a  Upon  the  death 
brewer  for  many  years,  at  Wigan  and  the  adjoining  places,  ^a^en,  intet- 
in  partnership  with  several  persons  in  succession.  The  2«uIl*™J^n. 
business  was  very  extensive,  and  the  partnership  was  pos-  ^^^^  »'  the 
sessed  of  considerable  real  estates  of  every  species  of  ner  agreed  to 
tenure,  some  of  which  were  held  by  the  partners  as  J!f*lh!?*reafpro- 
tenants  in  common,  and  others  by  one  or  more  partners  p*'^  ^^^^ 

^  >'  ^  partoenbip  to 

in  trust  for  the  partnership.     Some  time  after  the  estab-  the  suniving 

fishment  of  this  business  the  defendant  Kearsley  entered  Std»rnme 

the  firm,  and  he  and  Henry  Robinson  were  the  only  part-  fhTt*Sr"wl!^d 

ners  at  the  time  of  Robinson's  death.     The  partners  were  ^mUh  him  at 

then  interested  in  the  business  in  equal  moieties.  Robinson  pense  with  an 

abstract  of 
their  title  to 
that  moiety: — Htid,  that  they  were  hound  to  furnish  the  usual  abstract  of  titlei  and  not  merely 
the  letters  of  adminiitration  under  which  they  acted  in  relation  to  the  intestate's  personal  estate. 
DcclaratioD,  that  real  estate,  held  for  partnership  purposes,  is  fai  the  nature  of  personal  ostato. 
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169S.  died  in  August,  1833,  intestate,  lesTing  two  children  only» 
namely,  George,  his  heir-at-law,  and  Ann,  the  wife  of 
Thomas  Morris. 

Soon  after  the  intestate's  death,  Gteorge  Robinson  was 
feund  a  lunatic,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs,  MiMrris  were  appointed 
joint  committee  of  his  estate.  Letters  of  administration 
of  the  intestate's  personal  estate  were  also  granted  to  Mrs. 
Morris. 

Upon  the  death  of  Robinson,  Kearsley  agreed  to  pur- 
chase Robinson's  moiety  of  the  brewery  business,  and  of 
the  property  belonging  to  the  partnership;  but  doubts 
being  suggested  whether  Robinson's  interest  in  the  real 
property  of  the  partnership  had  descended  to  George 
Robinson,  as  his  heir-at-law,  or  to  Mrs.  Morris,  as  his 
personal  representative,  it  was  arranged  that  a  suit  in 
equity  should  be  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
that  point.  At  the  same  time  an  agreement  was  executed, 
by  which  Morris  and  his  wife,  in  their  characters  of  com- 
mittee and  administratrix,  agreed  to  sell,  and  Kearsley 
agreed  to  purchase,  all  the  moiety  or  share  late  of  Henry 
Robinson,  (and  which  was  then  vested  in  them  the 
said  Thomas  Morris  and  Ann,  his  wife,  and  Georgt 
Robinson,  or  one  of  them,)  of  and  in  the  fee  simple 
and  inheritance,  and  all  other  the  estate  and  interest  in 
the  several  freehold,  copyhold,  lifehold,  and  leasehold 
hereditaments  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  agree* 
ment,  and  which  were  the  property  of  the  partnership, 
and  also  the  interest  late  of  Henry  Robinson  in  the  part- 
nership chattels,  subject  to  a  stipulation  for  making  void 
the  agreement,  so  far  as  regarded  the  real  property,  and 
for  an  abatement  of  the  purchase  money,  in  the  event  of 
the  court  declaring  that  the  real  property  descended  upon 
George  Robinson,  as  the  heir-at-law  of  his  father.  The 
agreement  also  contained  the  following  clause: — "And 
the  said  Thomas  Morris  and  Ann,  his  wife,  do  hereby 
promise  and  agree  to  deliver  unto  the  said  John  Hodson 
Kearsley,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  August  now  next 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUBR.  141 

entuiiigy  at  their  own  expense,  an  abstract  of  their  title        18d6L 

to  the  said  moiety,  share,  estate,  and  interest,  late  of  the 

said  Henry  Robinson,  deceased,  of  and  in  the  said  free* 

hold,    copyhold,  lifehold,   and  leasehold  hereditaments 

and  premises  hereby  by  them  agreed  to  be  sold  as  afore* 

aatd«    And  it  is  hereby  agreed  by  and  between  the  said 

partiea  hereto*  that  the  said  John  Hodson  Kearsley  shall 

purchase  the  said  moiety,  share,  estate,  and  interest,  late 

of  the  said  Henry  Robinson,  deceased,  of  and  in  the  said 

fieeholdt  copyhold,  lifehold,  and  leasehold  hereditaments 

and  premises,  subject  to  all  defects  or  imperfections  of  title 

eobuating  before  the  commencement  of  the  title  of  the  said 

late  Henry  Robinson,  deceased,  and  not  occasioned  by  any 

act  done  by  the  said  Henry  Robinson,  deceased,  or  by  any 

peraon  or  persons  claiming  under  or  in  trust  for  him.   And 

the  said  Thomas  Morris  and  Ann  his  wife  shall  not  be 

required  to  produce  the  title  of  the  superior  or  ground 

landlord  of  the  said  leasehold  premises,   or  any  part 

thereof,  nor  of  any  surrendered  lease  thereof.*' 

The  present  suit  having  been  instituted  for  the  purpose 
mentioned  in  the  foregoing  agreement,  the  Court,  by  an 
Older  made  on  further  directions  in  November,  1835,  de- 
dared  that  the  several  lands,  hereditaments,  and  premises 
belonging  to  the  partnership,  ought  to  be  considered  in 
the  nature  €)f  personal  estate,  and  that  Greorge  Robinson 
was  a  trustee,  on  behalf  of  the  partnership,  of  such  part 
of  the  premises  as  were  vested  in  him  as  heir*at*law  or 
customary  heir  of  Henry  Robinson.  And  the  Court 
further  ordered,  that  the  agreement  should  be  specifically 
performed ;  that  an  account  should  be  taken  of  what  re- 
maiaed  due  in  respect  of  the  purchase  money ;  and  that 
upon  the  plaintifis,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment, delivering  to  the  defendant  Kearsley,  at  their  own 
expense,  an  abstract  of  their  title  to  the  moiety,  share, 
&C.,  late  of  Henry  Robinson,  deceased,  in  the  real  pro- 
perty, and  executing  proper  conveyances,  the  defendant 
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1836.       should  pay  what  should  be  found  due  from  him  upon 
Morris      ^^"g  ^^^  aforesaid  account. 


V. 

Kbarslbt. 


Mr.  SpeneCf  and  Mr.  Sutton  Sharpe,  now  moved  that  the 
plaintiff  might  be  ordered,  within  ten  months,  to  deliver 
an  abstract  of  title  to  the  freehold  and  copyhold  property 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned ;  and  they  Insisted  that,  mider 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  it  was  intended  to  fumisfa.the 
usual  abstract  of  title,  and  not  merely  an  abstract  oi  the 
plaintiff's  own  title,  derived  from  Henry  Robinson  hf 
means  of  the  letters  of  administration.  This  is  clear  from 
that  proviso  in  the  agreement  by  which  the  plaintiffs  are 
exempted  from  the  necessity  of  delivering  an  abstract  of 
the  landlord's  title  to  the  leaseholds.  Besides,  an  abstract 
of  iheir  title  is  an  abstract  of  all  the  deeds  which  give 
them  the  property.  Such  an  abstract  is  necessary,  because 
the  defendant  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  vendor  for  a 
title  free  from  incumbrances,  such  as  unsatisfied  most- 
gages,  or  outstanding  terms. 

Mr.  G.  Richards,  contra. — ^The  words  of  the  agreement 
do  not  bear  out  the  proposition  contended  for  on  the  otlm 
side.  Robinson  and  Kearsley  being  partners  in  trade, 
it  was  necessary,  for  the  purposes  of  their  trade,  that  this 
freehold  and  copyhold  property  should  be  conveyed  to 
them.  When  that  was  done,  the  partners  were  bound 
to  see  that  a  good  title  was  made  to  the  property.  There 
is  no  reason,  therefore,  why  another  title  should  be 
made,  anterior  to  Robinson's.  Under  such  circumstances, 
and  the  plaintiffs  being,  in  equity,  both  the  real  and 
personal  representatives  of  Robinson,  the  words  **  their 
title"  can  only  mean  their  title  subsequently  to  Henry 
Robinson's  death.  That  consists  of  their  being  com- 
mittee of  the  estate  and  person  of  the  lunatic,  and  ad- 
ministratrix of  the  intestate's  personal  estate.  The  pro- 
ceedings in  the  lunacy,  and  the  letters  of  administratiGO, 
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the  evidence  of  their  title.    Besides,  it  is  expressly        1836. 
stipulated,  that  Kearsley  shall  take  the  property  subject       ^iorris 
to  the  defects  in  Robinson's  title.    That  distinguishes  his  9. 

title  from  the  plaintiff's.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — That 
^ery  clause  shews  that  the  title  of  Henry  Robinson  was  to 
\}e  assigned  by  them.  Then  how  can  you  make  good  your 
contract,  without  shewing  that  Henry  Robinson  had  a 
tftle?3  We  have  not  contracted  to  shew  that  Henry 
3lobin8on  had  a  title.  Whatever  Robinson  had,  Kearsley 
^bought.    He  took  Robinson's  title  for  better  for  worse. 

Mr.  Spenee,  in  reply,  observed,  that  some  of  the  pro- 
nperty  was  purchased  before  Kearsley  joined  the  firm,  as 
to  which  he  could  have  had  nothing  to  do  with  accept- 
Sog  the  title. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  defendant,  having 
ibrmerly  paid  a  sum  of  money  on  receiving  a  conveyance 
of  a  part  of  what  was  partnership  property  without  an 
abstract  of  title,  may  now  have  good  reason  to  say  that  he 
wishes  to  have  an  abstract.  He  may  wish  to  have  such  a 
title  as  may  enable  him  to  part  with  the  property  to  a 
purchaser.  The  stipulation,  that  the  title  shall  be  made 
''at  the  expense"  of  the  vendor,  seems  to  me  to  shew 
that  the  parties  had  some  object  of  this  kind.  Besides, 
suppose  a  man  make  a  contract  to  purchase  all  the  in- 
terest of  A.  B.  in  certain  premises,  without  a  warranty  of 
title  at  all:  it  is  enough  to  say,  take  my  title,  such  as  it  is ; 
but  it  would  be  hard  to  find  any  meaning  in  these  words, 
unless  more  was  meant  than  what  has  been  suggested  by 
the  plaintiffs.  It  cannot,  I  think,  be  seriously  urged,  that 
the  other  party  meant  to  have  nothing  but  the  letters  of 
administration ;  and  if  not,  to  what  extent  must  I  limit  the 
terms  of  the  agreement?  The  defendant  says,  that,  in 
contracting  with  Mrs.  Morris,  as  administratrix  of  Henry 
Robinson,  he  meant,  that  she  should  give  him  the  usual 
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1836. 


abstract  of  title  to  Robinson's  estate  at  her  own  exptaae: 
I  tbink  she  must  Unless  Henry  Robinson  had  some 
title,  the  administratrix  had  no  title :  and  it  is  clear  that  in 
various  parts  of  the  contract,  reference  is  made  to  hk 
title.  I  think  it  a  considerable  question,  whether,  if  his 
moiety  had  been  purchased,  subject  to  a  mortgage,  the 
defendant,  under  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  would  be 
obliged  to  take  the  property  subject  to  that  mor^pige. 
Surely  he  ought  at  least  to  know  whether  such  was  the 
fact. 

Motion  granted. 


June  3rd. 

Defendtnt  in 
contempt,  Hying 
witliiD  the  rules 
of  Uie  King's 
Bench,  ordered 
to  be  committed 
to  the  Fleet 


Anonymous. 

X  HE  defendant,  who  was  in  contempt,  was  living  in 
great  luxury  within  the  rules  of  the  King*s  Bench. 

Mr.  Elderion  moved  that  he  might  be  turned  over  to 
the  Fleet,  observing,  that  a  party  cannot  have  the  benefit 
of  the  rules  of  the  King's  Bench  when  committed  for  a 
contempt  He  cited  Lanqnit  v.  Jones  (a),  as  being  ana- 
logous to  the  present  case. 


The  Court  ordered  him  to  be  committed  to  the  Fleet 
charged  with  this  contempt,  and  other  contempts  in  other 
causes. 


(a)  1  Str.  87. 


COURT  OF  KXClJhQUER.  M5 

The  RcT.  Geokoe  Hall  v.  Edward  Farmer  and  Mavsih 

Francis  Williams.  June  28M. 

JESlLL  by  the  vicar  of  Tenbury,  in  the  county  of  Wor-  vicar's  h\\\  for 
cester>  with  the  chapelry  of  Rochford  annexed,  for  an  athet^an"" 
account  and  satisfaction  of  the  great  and  small  tithes  of  *"u'^u^'^^'!f' 

^  ^  which  had  been 

that  portion  of  a  district  called  Sutton  Park,  which  lies  in  dUparked  and 
the  township  of  Sutton,  and  within  the  parish  of  Tenbury.  cultivation,  dii- 

The  parish  of  Tenbury  consists  of  four  hamlets  or  town-  b!^hII^**nVevi  * 
ships;   namely,  Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury  Foreign,  Bor-  <*enceofper- 
rington,  and  Sutton,  otherwise,  Sutton  Stumey.   The  dis-  receipt  of  com- 
trict  called  Sutton  Park  lies  partly  within  the  chapelry  of  HuleiTy  the 
Sutton,   and  partly  within  the  chapelry  and  parish  of  of^the  Und!'***^ 
Rochford.     The  former  part  consists  of  about  4^5  acres,  «*ithin  that  dis- 
the  latter  part  of  about  200  acres.     In  the  year  1718,  that  it  wm  prmV 
part  of  Sutton  Park,  which  lies  within  the  chapelry  of  Jj'jJJJJJ*^;, 
Rochford,  was  disparked  and  thrown  into  tillage ;  and   ^^^^  been  regu- 
Mr.  Read,  who  was  then  vicar  of  Tenbury  with  Roch-  the  vicarn  in 
ford,  filed  his  biU  against  Wollaston,  the  owner  of  that  ^^undl^h. 
part  of  Sutton  Park,  claiming  the  great  and  small  tithes  JnVhkh  Oie 
of  those  lands ;  and  he  obtained  a  decree.     Subsequently  parkwai 
to  that  decree,  these  tithes  were  regularly  enjoyed  by  the      a  terrier 
successive  vicars  of  Tenbury  and  Rochford.  without  date, 

'  and  bearing 

The  present  bill^  after  stating  the  above  facts,  and  charg-  <i*«  signatureg 

ing  that  the  other  portion  of  Sutton  Park  (lying  within  Ten-  sons,  having  no 

bury)  had  been  some  years  since  disparked,  and  that  the  designTtion 

occupiers  thereof  had  offered  to  the  vicar  71,  as  a  com-  *®^**'  ^<*  **»^»' 

.        o        1         .1  1*111  names,  18  ad  mis- 

pensation  for  the  tithes,  which  had  been  refused,  prayed  sibie  in  evidence 
an  account  of  the  great  and  small  tithes  of  that  portion  vicar,  if  pro- 
against  the  defendant  Farmer,  as  occupier.     The  defen-  ^""^undercir- 

^  '  r  cumstances 

dant  Williams   was  charged  as  owner  of  the   lands  in  shewing  it  to  be 
question,  and  as  claiming  an  interest  in   the  tithes  by  document. 
virtue  of  some  alleged  grant  or  conveyance. 

The  defendant^,  by  their  joint  and  several  answer,  de- 
nied th€  plaintiS''s  right  to  the  tithes  sought  by  the  bill, 

l2 
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1836.  insisting  that  the  defendant  Williams  was  entitled  to  the 
tithes  of  the  lands  in  question,  as  parcel  of  the  impro- 
priate rectory  of  Tenbury.  They  denied  the  allegation  in 
the  bill  as  to  the  7/.  composition.  By  bis  further  answer, 
the  defendant  Williams  alleged  that  the  tithes  in  quei* 
tion  were  granted  by  King  Henry  8th,  in  the  31  st  year  of 
bis  reign,  as  parcel  of  the  rectory  and  church  of  Tenbury, 
to  Richard  Andrews  and  Nicholas  Temple,  and  have  been 
since  severed  from  the  rectory,  and  become  vested  in  this 
defendant  by  divers  good  and  effectual  conveyances  and 
assurances  in  the  law ;  or  that,  in  case  the  same  were  not 
so  severed,  and  have  not  become  so  vested  as  aforesaid  in 
this  defendant,  the  prima  facie  right  and  title  thereto  are 
now  vested  in  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  said  rectory 
and  church,  save  and  except  so  far  as  his  right  to  receive 
the  same  is  or  may  be  affected  by  the  statute,  &c.  (S  &  S 
Will.  4,  c.  100),  and  not  in  the  said  complainant. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Boieler,  Mr.  Simpkinsonf  and  Mr.  Beihell,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Mr.  Beames,  and  Mr.  W.  Eagle,  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  produced  no  endowment  of  the  vicarage 
of  Tenbury,  there  being  no  document  of  that  nature  to 
be  found  amongst  the  records  of  the  bishop  of  Hereford. 
In  order  to  supply  that  deficiency,  and  in  support  of  the 
plaintiff's  case  generally,  extracts  were  read  from  Pope 
Nicholas*  Taxation,  The  Ecclesiastical  Survey  of  S7  Hen.  8, 
and  the  Parliamentary  Survey.  The  plaintiff  also  pro- 
duced two  terriers,  marked  X  and  Y,  which  were  in  the 
following  terms: — 

Article  67,*!    Item,  to  this  article  we  present  Sir  Tho- 

Tenbury.  /  mas  Lucy,  Knight,  to  be  the  right  and 

lawful  patron  of  the  vicarage.    There  is  a  chapel  belong- 
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ing  to  it,  called  Rochford*  What  quantity  of  glebe  be-  1836. 
longeth  thereto  we  know  not.  There  is  not  any  glebe 
but  the  churcbyardy  neither  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture. 
A  Ticarage  house,  a  kitchen,  a  bam,  with  other  houses  of 
office.  No  common  or  pasture  for  sheep,  but  in  the  com- 
mon fields.  Some  little  hay  the  vicar  hath,  but  not  of  all 
the  parish ;  and  the  tithe-corn  of  the  township  of  Sutton. 
And  for  other  privileges  we  know  of  none.  [Here  fol- 
lowed the  signatures  of  divers  persons.} 

Teamburie,  1  A  true  terrier  of  the  vicarage  of  Team- 
July  25th,  1637.  /  burie,  taken  by  us,  whose  names  are 
underwritten.  Imprimis :  one  vicarage  house ;  2nd,  one 
bam ;  Srdly,  one  hemp  blocke;  Ithly,  two  gardens;  5thly, 
one  portion  of  tithe  from  Sutton ;  6thly,  privy  tithes  from 
the  rest  of  the  parish.  [Here  followed  the  signatures  of 
the  vicar  and  churchwardens.] 

In  order  to  prove  the  date  of  the  first  terrier,  the  plain- 
tifi^  produced  a  book  from  the  archives  of  the  bishop  of 
Hereford, called  Scorie's  Extracts.  In  addition  to  the  fore- 
going documents,  he  gave  in  evidence  the  proceedings  in 
the  cause  of  Ready,  WoUaston. 

The  parol  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  was  to  the  effect 
that  all  tithes,  except  for  hay  and  clover,  were  reputed  to 
be  payable  to  the  vicars  of  Tenbury  by  the  occupiers 
within  Sutton  Township,  except  Sutton  Park.  The  plain- 
tifi*  also  proved  that  a  composition  for  all  tithes  except  the 
tithes  of  hay  and  clover  had  been  paid  to  the  vicars  of 
Tenbury  by  the  occupiers  of  lands  in  Sutton  situate  without 
the  Park ;  but  he  failed  to  prove  any  payment  of  tithes  or 
of  composition  for  tithes  by  the  occupiers  within  that  part 
of  the  Park  whicli  was  the  subject  of  the  present  suit. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  proceedings  in  a  suit 
of  Gwynn  v.  Croydon  were  given  in  evidence,  by  which  it 
appeared,  that  in  1778  the  vicar  of  Tenbury  filed  bis  bill 
against  the  then  occupier  of  Sutton  Park,  for  the  great 
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1S36.         and  small  tithes  of  the  remaining  portion,  and  that  the 
^  cause  being  heard  upon  bill  and  ahswer,  the  bill  ^As  dis- 

V-  missed. 

Upon  the  plaintiff's  counsel  offering  to  give  in  evidence 
the  terrier  marked  X,  the  defendant's  counsel  objected  to 
its  admissibility.  This  document  was  produced  by  a  clerk 
of  the  Bishop's  registrar  at  Hereford,,  and  had  been  taken 
by  him  from  the  depository  of  the  recot^s  of  the  Bishop's 
Court.  It  was,  as  has  been  already  seen,  without  date, 
and  although  signed  by  various  persons,  it  did  not  appear 
in  what  character  they  signed  it,  no  designation  being 
given  to  any  of  them.  It  was  proved  by  other  documents 
that  Sir  Thomas  Lucy  was  patron  of  the  vicarage  in 
1570. 

Objected  for  the  defendants. — This  is  no  terrier.  It  is 
without  a  date,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  of  the 
parties  who  signed  it  were  either  churchwardens,  l4car, 
lord  of  the  manor,  or  even  resident  within  the  parish. 
We  do  not  deny  that  it  is  produced  from  a  proper  depo- 
sitory, but  it  is  a  mere  solitary  extract,  and  the  office  from 
which  it  comes  is  not  an  office  for  terriers  only.  It  ap- 
pears to  be  a  return  to  some  commission,  which  was  not 
directed  to  proper  persons  or  under  proper  authority. 
The  cSlbmission  itself  must  be  produced  to  make  an  in* 
cfuisition  of  this  sort  admissible  in  evidence:  1  PhUL 
Evid.  chap.  5,  Inquisition  ;  jB.  A^  P.  S28 ;  Austin  ▼.  Nt- 
choUs  (a),  Hardcastle  v.  Smithson  (6). 

For  the  plaintiff. — This  is  stated  by  the  officer  of  the 
registry  to  be  a  terrier.  Before  the  terriers  of  1G02  and 
1(503  were  drawn  up,  it  was  the  practidb  for  the  bishop  to 
send  round  inquiries  as  to  the  property  of  the  clergyman 
in  each  parish,  and  the  parishioners  made  their  retard, 

(a)    12  Vin.  Abr.  Evidence  (6)  Arabl.  41^  2  E.  &  V.  96. 

[A.  b.  42].  pi.  2. 
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This  is  not  like  a  private  document,  for  it  was  drawn  up  1836. 
in  puisuance  of  a  general  custom,  and  the  registrar  having  ^^^^ 
leeeiTed  it»  we  may  presume  at  this  distance  of  time  that  v. 

the  agnatures  were  -by  the  proper  parties.  Besides,  the 
defendants  have  precluded  diemselves  from  making  the 
objection,  because  in  their  admissions  they  call  it  a  terrier. 
Tbey  admit  that  the  two  paper  writings  marked  X  and  Y 
contain  true  copies  of  two  several  terriers.  The  contents 
of  the  docoment  afford  internal  evidence  of  its  being  a 
terrier. 

For  the  defendants,  in  reply. — Upon  ejectment  brought 
at  Worcester  by  the  vicar  of  Tenbury  for  some  glebe 
land  within  the  parish,  the  defendant  having  offered  the 
present  document  in  evidence,  the  plaintiff  objected  that  it 
was  not  a  terrier,  and  that  if  it  was  to  be  produced  as  an 
answer  to  an  inquiry,  the  document  containing  the  inquiry 
must  be  put  in  or  accounted  for ;  and  Coleridge^  J.,  who 
tried  the  cause,  rejected  the  evidence. 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  entertain  some  doubt  upon  this  point. 
It  appears  to  me  at  present  that  the  question  does  not 
toni  upon  whether  this  is  a  terrier  or  not.  It  is  an  ancient 
docoment,  taken  from  the  proper  quarter  and  under  the 
proper  authority.  A  terrier  is  only  one  form  of  that 
species  of  document.  The  question  is,  whether  this  comes 
under  circumstances  sufficiently  authenticating  it  as  a 
genuine  document.  It  is  not  necessary  to  produce  the  in- 
quisition in  these  cases,  if,  without  doing  so,  it  appear  satis- 
factorily to  be  an  answer  to  a  commission  issuing  under 
proper  authority.  I  think  that  it  is  admissible  in  evidence 
here.  At  the  same  time  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  was  pro- 
perly enough  rejected  at  Nisi  Prius,  for  in  the  trial  of 
the  ejectment  which  has  been  mentioned,  it  would  not 
bind  the  parson  if  not  signed  by  himself  or  his  prede- 
cessors. 

The  evidence  was  received. 


^i 


Farmer. 
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1836.  Upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 

Hall         commented  on  the  different  nature  of  the  defence  now  set 
V.  up  from  that  which  was  resorted  to  on  the  former  occanon 

in  the  case  of  Read  v.  WoUasion.  They  then  proceeded 
to  contend  that  the  vicar's  title  to  the  Uthes  now  dauned, 
sufficiently  appeared  from  the  several  documents  which 
had  been  produced,  taken  collectively;  namely,  from  Pope 
Nicholas's  Taxation,  the  ecclesiastical  survey,  and  the  two 
terriers.  They  relied  upon  the  case  of  Donnisam  v. 
Elsley  (a),  contending  that,  though  the  instrument  pro- 
duced for  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  was  somewhat  more  ex- 
plicit than  any  of  the  documents  now  produced,  yet,  upon 
the  whole,  that  case  must  be  considered  as  governing  the 
present  The  terrier  of  16S7,  giving  the  vicar  all  the  tithes 
in  Sutton,  and  privy  tithes  in  the  rest  of  the  parish,  most 
be  considered  as  conclusive  on  the  subject.  If  not,  it  was 
inconsistent,  not  only  with  the  other  documents,  but  also 
with  the  usage  within  the  parish ;  for  it  was  clear  that  the 
vicars  of  Tenbury  had  received  the  tithes  of  Sutton 
generally,  though  not  from  this  park.  But  the  non-per- 
ception of  tithes  from  this  park  was  explained  by  the 
circumstance  of  its  having  been  a  deer-park,  and  not 
having  been  brought  into  cultivation  till  of  late  years. 
[Alderson,  B. — The  second  terrier  would  not  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  idea  of  two  portions  in  Sutton,  one  in  the 
vicar^  and  one  in  somebody  else.  The  word  "  tithes'* 
mentioned  in  that  terrier  means  all  sorts  of  tithes,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  privy  tithes,  but  still  only  a  portion.] 

For  the  defendants. — It  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  by  the  strength  of  his  own  case.  The  documents 
on  which  he  relies  are  vague  and  of  little  authority.  The 
Ecclesiastical  Survey  is  no  guide  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
things  which  it  enumerates,  but  only  as  to  the  aggregate 

(a)  1  M'Clel.  &  Y.  1. 
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Amount  of  the  receipts,  and  then  it  must  be  confirmed  by  1836. 
usage :  Tamberlain  ▼•  Humphreys  (a).  Here  the  usage  is 
directly  adverse  to  the  claim  now  set  up,  founded  on  the 
Ecderiastical  Surrey.  If  that  document  is  intended  to 
oonipriae  the  tithes  of  the  park,  the  usage  is  against  it 
As  to  the  terriers,  the  first,  being  without  date,  and  signed 
by  persons  who  do  not  describe  themselves,  is  of  little  or 
no  weight  The  other  was  signed  by  the  vicar,  an  inter- 
ested party,  asserting  his  own  rights.  He  however  did 
not  put  bis  rights  so  high  as  the  present  plaintifi^,  claiming 
only  one  portion  of  tithes  in  Sutton,  The  proceedings  in 
the  case  of  Read  v.  WoUasion  have  no  application  here, 
having  reference  solely  to  the  tithes  of  lands  in  Rochford. 
This  estate  is  more  than  400  acres,  and  it  is  not  pretended 
that  tithe  was  ever  paid  for  it.  Perception  in  one  part  of 
a  parish  is  not  evidence  of  it  in  another  part :  Armstrong 
V.  Hewitt  {b).  The  case  of  Gwffnn  v..  Croydon  (c)  as  it 
really  occurred,  and  not  as  it  is  stated  in  Wood,  is  an 
authority  greatly  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  That  cause 
was  heard  on  a  bill  and  answer,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed. 
—The  other  authorities  cited  for  the  defendants  were 
Lady  Dartmouth  v.  Roberts  (cQ,  CunUffe  v.  Taylor  {e)^ 
and  Masters  v.  Fletcher  (/)• 

Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply,  observed,  that  the  plaintiff"  in 
Gwyim  V.  Croydon  was  only  compelled  to  go  to  a  hearing 
after  he  had  left  the  living  and  some  one  else  had  been 
insUtuted. 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^In  this  case,  which  was  a  bill  filed  by     June  38(A. 
the  vicar  of  Tenbury,  claiming  the  great  and  small  tithes 
of  a  fisirm  in  the  parish  of  Tenbury,  I  now  propose  to  give 
the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

(a)  4  GwilL  1345;  SE.  &  ¥.1367.         (<0  16  Bast,  334 ;  2  £.  &  Y.  656. 

(b)  4  Price, 216;  3E.&  Y.835.         (e)  2  Price,  329;  3E.  &  Y  743 

(c)  4  Wood.  588.  (/)  1  Youngs,  25 
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1886.  The  liind  in  question  is  part  of  an  ancient  park^  aituale 

partly  intliiii  the  parish  of  Rocbfbrd  arid  partly  withM  the 
township  of  Sutton  in  the  parish  of  Tenbwry.  It  app6«s 
that  in  1718  a  biH  was  filed  by  the  then  vibar,  who  w«s 
also  rector  of  Rochford,  claiming  the  tithes  for  that  part 
«>f  the  park  then  lately  broken  up  into  tillage,  wUch  wiu 
situate  withki  Rocbford,  and  on  that  occasion  4be  claim 
was  -established.  In  1778  a  simsiar  daim  was  made  in  re- 
spect of  the  remaining  part  within  Sutton,  then  also  falroken 
up  into  tillage,  but  with  a  different  result.  There,  the 
vicar's  bill  waa^ismissed^  Since  that»  and  up  4o  the  timie 
of  the  present  suit,  no  perception  of  tithes  has  been  had, 
nor  is  there  any  evidence  whatever  of  any  perception  of 
tithes  from  the  land  in  question.  No  endowment  has  been 
produced.  But  it  appears  from  the  old  documents  which 
have  been  produced  that  there  was  from  Ume  immemorial 
a  vicarage,  and  that  an  endowed  one,  and  that  the  endow- 
ment was  valuable ;  and  from  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  it 
appears  that  the  endowment  was  of  great  and  email  tildies, 
to  some  eaUent  at  least.  There  are  then  two  terriers  pro- 
duced in  evidence  by  the  vicar,  the  first  about  the  year 
1573,  by  which  it  appears  he  was  entitled  to  the  ti&e  corn 
in  the  township  of  Sutton ;  and  the  second,  4iated  in  16S7f 
by  which  he  is  stated  to  have  one  portion  of  tithes  for 
Sutton,  and  privy  titlies  for  the  rest  of  the  parish.  This 
is  the  whole  documentaiy  evidence  in  the  case. 

The  parol  evidence  is  uniform,  that,  with  the  exception 
of  the  lands  in  question,  all  the  rest  of  the  township  tfiT 
Sutton  is  liable  to  pay  great  and  small  tithes  (unless  in 
some  particular  instances,  where  modoses  are  'elaimed)  to 
the  vicar  of  Tenbury.  Now,  if  I  am  asked,  what  is  Ae 
inference  which  under  the^e  circumstances,  vpon  the 
whole  evidence,  the  Court  ought  to  draw,  I  have  no  diffi- 
culty in  giving  an  answer.  That  ought  to  be  the  infer* 
ence  which,  is  consistent  with  the  whole  evidence,  if  pos- 
sible.   And  it  -i^ppears  to  me,  that  all.  may  be  c^sisteat 
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ynth  the  supposition  that  the  vicar  was  originally  endowed  1^36. 
with  the  great  and  small  tithes  within  Sutton,  but  not  with 
the  tithes  from  the  lands  in  question.  The  language  in 
the  terriers  is,  indeed,  more  susceptible  of  the  extended 
signification  contended  for  by  the  vicar;  but  the  non- 
perception  of  tithes  since  this  part  of  the  land  was  first 
disparked  in  17S9,  and  the  suit  in  1778,  appear  to  me  far 
more  cogent  evidence.  I  am  always  desirous  to  give  effect, 
if  possible,  to  a  long  course  of  usage,  where  no  rule  of 
law  or  clear  documents  lead  to  another  conclusion. 
The  bill  must  be  dismbsed  with  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Hall  v.  Godson  and  others.    Same  v.  Wheeler  and        ,     ^^,, 
others.     Same  r.  Clee  and  others.  22nd,  28M. 

IN    these    suits,    the    plaintiff,   as  vicar  of  Teiibnry,  The  words 
daiined  against  the  defendants,  as  occupiers  within  that  are  generally 
parish,  the  tithes  in  kind  of  all  titheable  matters  and  tJth^^Tii 
things  other  than  and  except  the  tithes  of  corn  and  grain,  tithci;"  there- 

,  .  ,  .       .  fore,  although 

yeariy  Commg,  growing,  &c.,  ivithin  the  respective  ham-  the  Ecdesiasti- 
lets  or  townships  of  Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury Foreign  and  ^arcd'to  distin- 
Berrington ;  and  the  tithes  in  kind  of  all  titheable  matters  «">^  ^^u''**". 

®         '  pnvy  tithes  and 

and  things  coming  &c.  within  the  hamlet  or  township  of  ■m«n  tithes, 

fj  gy  yet  this  was 

Sutton  Oturmey.  held  to  be  ex- 

By  his  amended  bills,   the  plaintiff  charged  that  the  l^^J^l^\,,^ 
chtttch  of  Tenbury  was   anciently  appropriated  to  the  "«'» r***<^^ 

•'       '  *       *  mentioned 

foreign  or  alien  monastery  of  Lyra,  and  afterwards  to  the  priTy  tithes, 
monastery  of  Shene,  and  that  the  vicarage  was  created  unction  to  tithes 
or  endowed  within  time  of  legal  memory;  and  that  long  [n general, as 

®  -^  '  ®   being  payable 

after  such  endowment  the  rectory  of   the  said  church,  to  the  vicar; 
and  the  tithes  belonging  thereto,  were  granted  by  King  circumstances, 

supported  by 
evidence  of  former  vicars  having  regularly  received  payments  called  "  privy  tithes,"  although  those 
payments  had  been  in  some  instances  made  for  houses  only,  and  in  other  instances  omitted  alto- 
gether, and  altbovgh  some  portions  of  the  small  tithes  were  proved  by  the  defendants  to  have  been 
oanveyed  away : — Held,  that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  a  decree  for'SMall  tIthtfB. 
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1836.  Henry  the  Eighth  unto  certain  persons,  by  whom  or  by 
those  claiming  under  them  divers  grants,  sales,  alienations^ 
and  assurances  have  been  made  of  the  tithes  to  which 
they  were  entitled  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  grant, 
arising  from  divers  portions  and  parcels  of  the  lands  lying 
within  the  said  townships  of  Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury 
Foreign,  and  Berrington ;  but  that  all  such  grantst  sales, 
alienations,  and  assurances  have  been  of  the  tithes  of  com 
and  grain  only,  and  not  of  any  other  tithes ;  and  that  the 
persons  to  whom  and  by  whom  the  said  royal  grant,  and 
such  other  grants,  &c.,  have  been  made,  have  never  taken, 
or  enjoyed,  or  affected  to  be  entitled  to  any  other  titiies 
than  the  tithes  of  com  and  grain  only.  That  under  and 
by  virtue  of  some  of  such  grants,  &c.,  some  of  the  defen- 
dants have  taken  or  enjoyed  the  tithes  of  some  parts  of 
the  lands  within  the  said  three  townships  of  the  said 
parish,  but  that  they  have  never  received  or  claimed  to 
receive  from  such  lands  any  other  tithes  than  the  tithes 
of  com  and  grain  only,  or  some  composition  or  money 
payment  in  lieu  thereof.  That  in  respect  of  other  tithes 
within  the  said  three  townships,  compositions  were  an* 
ciently  made  with  the  vicars  of  Tenbury,  and  certain 
money  payments  in  lieu  thereof  made  to  such  vicars  by 
the  occupiers  of  lands,  gardens,  and  orchards  within 
Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury  Foreign,  and  Berrington,  in 
respect  of  such  lands,  gardens,  and  orchards,  under  the 
name  of  privy  or  private  tithes,  and  which  payments  have 
occasionally  varied  in  amount,  and  have  never  been  made 
except  in  respect  of  lands.  That  the  name  privy  or 
private  tithes  was  intended  to  represent  the  tithes  belong- 
ing to  and  received  by  the  vicar,  by  way  of  distinction 
from  those  belonging  to  the  community  of  the  religious 
house  to  which  the  rectory  was  appropriated,  and  that  no 
tithes  called  privy  tithes  were  ever  paid  to  the  rectors  of 
the  said  parish  before  the  endowment  of  the  vicarage. 
That  payments  under  the  name  of  privy  tithes  have  been 
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paid  to  former  yicars  of  Tenbury,  in  respect  of  all  the  1836. 
lands  occupied  by  the  defendants,  and  that  they  ought  to 
set  forth  an  account  thereof.  That  the  plaintiff  has 
always  refused  to  receive  the  same,  inasmuch  as  the  same 
through  neglect  have  for  many  years  been  suffered  to  con- 
tmue  at  amounts  much  less  in  value  than  the  tithes  for 
which  they  are  paid.  That  the  defendants,  if  they  shall 
deny  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  tithes  hereby 
claimed,  ought  to  set  forth  who  is  or  are  entitled  thereto, 
and  bow  and  by  what  title ;  and  whether  any  person  or 
persons  has  or  have  ever,  and  when,  rec^ved,  taken,  or 
enjoyed  the  same. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  denied  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  the  tithes  of  all  the  titheable  matters  &c.  within 
Sutton  Sturmey,  or  to  the  tithes  of  all  or  any  of  the  tithe- 
able  matters  within  the  rest  of  the  parish  of  Tenbury. 
By  their  further  answers,  they  admitted  that  the  rectory 
of  Tenbury  was  formerly  part  of  the  possessions  of  the 
monastery  of  Lyra.  That  upon  the  suppression  of  the 
alien  monasteries,  it  became  part  of  the  possessions  of  the 
monastery  of  Shene,  and  that  upon  the  dissolution  of  the 
monasteries,  it  became  vested  in  the  Crown.  They  stated, 
that  in  or  about  theS5th  year  of  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII., 
Uie  rectory,  and  the  tithes  and  appurtenances  thereto  be- 
longing, were,  with  divers  lands  and  hereditaments,  granted 
by  the  Crown  to  Richard  Andrews  and  Nicholas  Temple, 
and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  said  Richard  Andrews, 
for  ever,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  16^. 

The  defendants  further  stated  their  belief,  that  upon  or 
soon  after  the  appropriation  of  the  said  rectory  of  Ten- 
bury,  and  the  tithes  and  appurtenances  thereof,  to  the  said 
abbot  and  convent  of  Lyra,  a  vicar  of  Tenbury  was  nomi- 
nated and  appointed,  and  a  vicarage  created  and  endowed 
with  the  great  and  small  tithes  of  the  said  hamlet  or  town- 
ship of  Sutton,  otherwise  Sutton  Sturmey,  or  some  part 
thereof;  except  a  certain  part  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
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1836.  township  called  Sutton  Park ;  but  that  the  said  vicarage 
wan  not  endowed  with  the  tithes  of  any  titheable  mattera 
or  things  arising^  growing,  or  renewing  within  the  toy/u^ 
ships  of  Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury  Foreign,  andBerringtw 
or  aiiy  of  then ;  but  that  all  the  tithes,  as  well  great  as 
small,  of  the  last-mentioned  townships,  remained  ap- 
pvopriated  to  the  abbot  and  convent  of  Lyra ;  anfd  ulti- 
mately became  vested  in  Andrews  and  Temple,  as  before 
mentioned.  That  Andrews,  the  grantee  from  the  Crown, 
sold  and  deposed  of  the  rectory  of  Tenbury  and  the 
tithes  thereof,  including  all  and  singular  the  tithes  of  the 
townships  of  Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury  Foreign,  and  B^p* 
rington,  to  certain  persons,  who  were  also  the  owners:  of 
the  lands  comprised  in  the  last-mentioned  townships. 
That  after  such  sale  and  conveyance,  those  owners,  an^ 
their  descendants,  and  the  purchasers  from  them  respec- 
tively, and  their  tenants,  held  and  occupied  their  fanna 
and  lands  fireed  from  the  payment  of  all  tithes  whatsoever, 
and  that  the  owners  and  their  descendants,  and  persons, 
claiming  under  them,  sold  the  said  laqd^  either  together 
with  Uie  tithes  thereof,  or  freed  from  the  payment  of  all 
or  any  tithes  in  respect  thereof.  That  the  fams  and 
Unds  of  which  the  respective  defendants  were  owners  or 
occupiers,  were  purchased  by  their  ancestors,  or  by  the 
persons  under  whom  they  respectively  derived  title,  and 
that  they  now  held  their  farms  and  lands  together  with 
the  tithes  of  the  titheable  matters  thereof,  or  else  freed 
and  discharged  from  the  payment  of  aU  tithes  whatsoever. 
The  defendants  further  stated  their  belief,  that  no  tithes 
in  kind,  or  any  compensation  or  satisfaction  for  tithes,  had 
of  right  been  payable,  or  had  ever  been  paid,  by  any  of 
the  owners  or  occupiers  of  l^nds  in  the  townships  of 
Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury  Foreign,  or  Berrington,  to  the 
vicars  of  Tenbury ;  but  that  all  such  tithes  had  of  right 
been  payable  and  paid  to  or  retained  by  the  impropriate 
rector  of  the  rectory  of  Tenbury,  or  the  persons  to  whom 
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he  tithes  or  the  portions  of  the  said  tithes  had  from  time         1836. 
o  time  been  sold  and  conveyed,  or  the  persons  oUiming 
ir  deriving  tithes  under  them  respectively. 

With  respect  to  the  privy  tithes,  the  defendants  alleged 
hat  for  a  great  many  years  past  certain  small  payments 
lad  been  made  by  some,  but  not  by  all  the  occupiers  of 
Mmsee,  fiirms,  and  lands,  in  the  said  townships  of  Ten- 
rary  town,  Tenbury  Foreign,  and  Berrington,  to  the 
icmr  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  vicarage  of  Tenbury, 
n  the  name  of  Privy  Tithes,'*  and  which  payments  had, 
m  the  said  defendant  beUeved,  been  from  time  to  time 
Bade  in  die  nature  of  personal  tithes,  or  oblations,  or  ob- 
r«itioiis,  and  not  as  moduses  or  compositions  for  the 
idles  of  any  titheable  matters  or  things  had,  grown,  or 
Modoeed  within  the  said  hamlets  or  townships,  or  any  of 
hen,  such  payments  having  been  made  by  the  occupiers 
if  houses  only,  as  well  as  by  the  occupiers  of  houses  and 
inda. 

The  plaintiff  being  unable  to  produce  any  endowment, 
ecourse  was  had  to  the  same  ancient  documents  and  ter* 
ien  (a)  as  were  produced,  on  his  behalf,  in  the  last  cause. 
rkose  documents,  particularly  Pope  Nicholas'  Taxadon, 
he  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  and  the  Parliamentary  Survey, 
sere  likewise  read  for  the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  to  shew 
he  value  of  the  vicarage.  The  Ecclesiastical  Survey  was 
0  the  following  effect : — 

^agister  Richardus  Shute,  vicarius 
perpetuus  ecclesiae  habet  in  decimis 
prssdialibus  videlicet  garbarum  et  fss- 
ni  et  unius  molendini  vicariae  suae  prae- 
dictse  communibus  annis  pertinentibus 

n  libro  suo  comput*  Paschat'  privata-i 
rum  decimarum  comm.  ann.  /  ^^' 

(a)  See  anUi  p.  146. 
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189&        In  quataor  diebus  oblat*  et  aliis  oblmti-'l 

onibu.  oomm.  UD.  /  "'* 

In  decimis  ovium  Tenalium  comm.  ann.     xxiiL    iiij. 

In  mortuaris  comm.  ann.  iij.      fij.     ^  j 

In  minoribus  decimis  vii.  porconrani  an*'^ 
serum,  canapum,  lini,  cerae,  et  mellis  L  xxxm     tL    ^M 

ac  aliorum  consimilium  comm.  ann.     J 


Item  in  emolument'  et  p*ficuis  capellae 
de  Rochford  comm.  ann. 


} 


▼.  Tl.      TUl.     ..ii 


The  plaintiff  likewise  produced  the  grant  by  Hen.  VIII. 
of  the  rectory  of  Tenbury  to  Andrews  and  Temple,  with 
a  view  of  shewing  that  it  was  a  grant  generally  of  the  " 
rectory  with  its  appurtenances,  and  did  not  afiiect  the 
Ticarage.  He  also  produced  a  great  number  of  receipts 
for  privy  tithes,  given  by  Mr.  Rocke,  the  late  vicar  of^ 
Tenbury,  in  many  of  which  those  tithes  were  expressed 
to  have  been  paid  in  respect  of  particular  lands  and 
houses. 

The  parol  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  was  to  the  eflfect, 
that  in  the  three  townships  no  other  tithes  hsd  ever  been 
demanded  or  taken  as  great  or  rectorial  tithes,  besides 
the  tithes  of  com  and  grain:  That  the  tithes  which  had 
been  conveyed  from  one  owner  to  another  within  these 
townships,  were  invariably  those  of  com  and  gnun  only : 
That  tit!ies,  cslled  privy  tithes,  bad  been  annually  paid 
to  successive  vicars,  in  respect  of  particular  lands  and 
houses:  That  Easter  offerings  were  collected  annual^ 
for  the  vicar,  but  that  the  privy  tithes  were  independent 
of  the  Elaster  offerings,  and  were  collected  at  a  different 
time  of  the  year,  namely,  at  Whitsuntide,  after  due  notice 
of  such  collection  had  been  given  in  church  :  That  tithes, 
however,  or  money-payments  for  tithes,  had  not  been 
paid  to  the  vicar  by  the  owners  generally  within  the  three 
townships,  in  respect  of  their  lands. 
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The  documentary  evidence  for  the  defendants  comprised,  1836. 
in  addition  to  the  before^mentioned  surveys,  a  grant,  dated 
in  1416,  from  the  Crown  to  the  priory  and  monks  of  East 
Sheeni  of  all  lands,  tenements,  tithes,  &c.,  of  the  rectory 
of  Tenbury,  together  with  the  advowson  of  Tenbury. 
The  before-mentioned  grant  by  king  Henry  VIII.  to 
Andrews  and  Temple,  which  was  of  the  rectory  and 
church  of  Tenbury,  with  its  appurtenances,  and  all 
lands,  tenements,  meadows,  feedings,  pastures,  glebes, 
tithesj  oblations,  obventions,  pensions,  profits,  commodl- 
tieSf  and  emoluments  thereto  belonging,  and  also  the  advow- 
KNiB,  donations,  presentations,  free  dispositions,  and  rights 
of  patronage  of  the  vicarage  of  the  church  of  Tenbury 
aforesaid,  and  the  chapelry  of  Layones  and  Rochford; 
the  terrier  X  (a),  (for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  Sir 
Thomas  Lucy  was  patron  of  the  vicarage  of  Tenbury, 
which  it  appeared  from  other  sources  ^at  he  had  acquired 
in  right  of  his  wife,  Joyce,  the  daughter  of  Thomas  As- 
ton, Esq.,  who  died  in  154(i,  and  who  was  tenant  of  the 
lands  comprehended  in  the  royal  grant);  an  inguisiiio 
pofi  mariem,  10th  September,  1601,  of  Joyce,  the  widow 
of  Sir  Tho^ias  Lucy ;  an  inguisiiio  post  mortem,  June, 
1606,  of  Sir  Thomas  Lucy,  the  son ;  a  licence,  22d  April, 
1681,  19  Jac.  1,  to  Sir  Thomas  Lucy,  a  descendant  of  the 
before-mentioned  Lucy  and  Alice  his  wife,  to  alienate 
the  rectory  and  tithes  generally.  The  defendant  then 
gave  in  evidence  certain  conveyances  made  by  the  last- 
named  Sir  T.  Lucy  and  Alice  his  wife,  by  one  of  which 
sertain  lands  in  Tenbury  Town,  together  with  the  tithe 
Df  corn,  grain,  sheep,  flax,  and  hemp,  and  all  tithes, 
j[reat  and  small,  belonging  thereto,  were  conveyed  to  Rich- 
ird  Milwood,  Rowland  Corbett,  and  Richard  Huite, 
ind  their  heirs;  and  by  another  of  which  the  parson- 
ige  and  lands  adjoining,  together  with  all  tithe  of  corn, 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  \46, 
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1836.  grain,  sheep^  wool^  Iambs,  flax,  hemp,  and  other  tithes 
whatsoever,  great  as  well  as  small,  growing,  arising,  or 
renewing  within  and  upon  the  premises,  were  conTeyed  to 
the  same  parties.  The  defendants  then  traced  these 
lands  and  tithes  by  a  regular  succession  of  documents  into 
the  possession  of  the  respective  parties  who  now  hold  the 
same,  namely,  Henry  Williams,  Esq,,  and  the  Master  and 
Fellows  of  Pembroke  College,  Oxford.  In  addition  to  the 
deeds  and  documents  necessary  to  deduce  the  forgoing 
titles  to  small  tithes,  the  defendants  gave  in  evidence  the 
proceedings  in  the  cause  of  Gwynm  v.  Croydon,  and  Mr« 
Rocke*s  receipts  for  privy  tithes. 

The  parol  evidence  for  the  defendants  was  to  the  efiect 
that  no  tithes  in  kind,  or  any  composition  for  tithes,  had 
ever  been  rendered  or  set  out  to  the  vicar  of  Tenbury  in. 
respect  of  the  three  townships  of  Tenbury  Town,  Tenbury 
Foreign,  or  Berrin^ton ;  and  that  no  mod  uses  had  ever 
been  known  to  have  been  paid  to  him  for  such  tithes: 
That  no  money  payments  had  ever  been  made  to  the  vicar 
by  the  occupiers  of  farms,  &c.,  within  these  townships, 
except  a  stipend  called  privy  tithes,   which  were  paid 
sometimes  by  the  occupiers  of  land  without  houses,  and 
sometimes  by  the  occupiers  of  houses  without  lands.   The 
defendants'  witnesses,  however,  admitted  on  their  cross- 
examination,   that  it   was  reputed  generally   within   the 
parish  that  the  owners  of  the  great  tithes  were  entitled  to 
the  tithes  of  corn  and  grain  only. 

Mr.  Boieler,  Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  BetheU,  finr  the 

plaintiff. — Considering  the  question  solely  with  reference 
to  the  documents,  the  defendants*  construction  of  them 
cannot  be  maintained.  No  one  can  come  to  any  other 
conclusion  than  that,  in  Sutton,  the  vicar  had  the  great  tithes 
generally,  though  as  to  the  hay  there  may  be  some  uncer- 
tainty. Their  hypothesis  is,  that  all  the  tithes  in  Sutton 
belonged  to  the  vicar,  except  the  tithes  of  Sutton  Park; 
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and  that  in  the  other  townships  all  the  other  tithes  be*  1836. 
longed  to  the  rector,  except  the  privy  tithes.  There  is 
nothing,  however,  upon  the  documents,  to  support  that 
Tiew  of  the  question.  Then  what  has  been  the  state  of 
things,  as  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  tithes  ?  The  vicars  have 
Teceived  payment  of  privy  tithes,  though  payment  by 
some  occupiers  has  been  neglected,  from  the  circum- 
atance  of  the  lands  being  cut  off  from  the  rest  of  the 
pariah.  The  occupiers  were  uniformly  called  upon  to 
attend  the  vicar  on  certain  days  and  pay  their  privy  tithes, 
those  worda  being  used  in  a  sense  equivalent  to  that  of 
small  tithes.  As  to  the  rectorial  tithes,  in  some  instances, 
no  doubt,  the  tithes  of  corn  and  grain  have  been  conveyed 
to  the  owners  of  the  land,  but  that  has  not  been  the  uni- 
versal practice,  and  was  not  done  till  1798,  and  then  the 
conveyances  were  of  the  tithes  of  corn  and  grain  only. 

This  state  of  things,  coupled  with  the  documents,  com-- 
pletes  the  vicar's  title.  Unless  the  defendants  can  shew 
title  to  tithe  and  non-payment  to  the  vicar,  they  have  no 
defence.  The  plaintiflp  relies  on  evidence  of  receipt  of 
tithea  generally,  as  small  tithes ;  and  the  defendants,  by 
merely  giving  those  tithes  a  new  name,  without  producing 
the  necessary  corresponding  evidence,  cannot  alter  the 
vicar's  rights.  But,  in  addition  to  the  privy  tithes  there 
are  £aater  offerings.  This  also  is  a  rural  parish,  and 
therefore  it  is  not  probable  that  these  privy  tithes  were  in 
the  nature  of  oblations  or  stipendiary  payments,  or  per- 
sonal tithes  for  houses.  Blackstone  speaks  of  privy  tithes 
u  synonymous  with  small  tithes.  BL  Comm.  vol.  L  p«  387. 
The  plaintiff**s  witnesses  corroborate  that  authority.  As 
to  the  hay,  it  is  included  in  the  privy  tithes,  as  tithes  of 
lamb  and  wool  are  often  received  among  tithes  of  corn  and 
bay. 

The  value  of  the  vicarage  may  be  gathered  from  the 
documentary  evidence.  The  Ecclesiastical  Survey  and 
Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation  have  been  objected  to,  as  not 

m2 
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1836.  being  accurate  as  to  value.  But  the  defendants  must 
shew  that  the  inaccuracy  consisted  in  over-valuing  the  liv- 
ing, for  the  inacuracy  has  always  been  under  value.  At 
the  time  of  Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation,  ten  marks  per 
annum  was  half  the  value  of  the  rectory.  In  the  Nonas 
Rolls  the  aggregate  value  of  the  rectory  and  vicarage  is 
stated  to  be  the  same  as  in  Pope  Nicholas's  Taxation,  vis. 
201.  The  Ecclesiastical  Survey  is  also  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff,  as  far  as  it  goes ;  not  merely  mentioning  privy 
tithes,  but  a  variety  of  other  tithes.  Can  the  defendants 
contend,  in  the  face  of  this  document,  that  the  vicar  is  not 
entitled  to  tithes  at  all  except  in  Sutton,  or  that  these 
words  will  not  pass  all  small  tithes  ?  What  difference  can 
it  make  whether  the  vicar's  rights  are  specified  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Survey  or  an  endowment.  No  doubt  the  Sur- 
vey is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  value,  but  as  the  terms 
of  an  endowment  may  be  enlarged  or  confined  by  usage, 
so  may  the  statements  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey.  The 
Court  had  in  several  cases  treated  the  Ecclesiastical  Sur« 
vey  as  amounting  to  an  endowment;  Cunliffe  v.  Tay* 
lor  (n),  Kennicoti  v.  WaUan  (6),  Armstrong  v*  Hewiii  (c). 
In  Masters  v.  Fletcher  (ef),  Lord  Lyndhmrst  differed  in 
opinion  from  Thompson ^  C.  B.,  as  to  the  force  of  the 
words  decimcB  minores  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  but 
in  every  other  respect  his  Lordship's  judgment  confirms 
the  preceding  authorities.  In  the  present  case,  no  ques- 
tion upon  those  general  words  arises,  because  the  words  of 
the  Survey  are  express  and  unambiguous.  They  are  aU 
uncontrolled  by  usage,  and  uncontradicted  by  the  terriers 
and  other  documents,  in  which  the  words  "  privy  tithes'* 
are  intended  to  comprehend  all  small  tithes.  [Aldersom^ 
B. — Suppose  it  appe&rs  that  payments  are  made  in  respect 
of  small  tithes,  and  also  that  the  payments  have  been  uni* 

(fl)  2  Price,  329;  3  E.  &  Y.  743.      3  E,  &  Y.  835. 

(6)  2  Price.  250 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  690-  {d)  1  Younge,  36. 

(0  4  Price,  216;   1  Wil.  119; 
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form  as  far  as  the  evidence  extends^ — it  seems  questionable  1836. 
whether  the  Court  may  not  draw  the  inference  of  the  ex- 
istence of  a  modus,  though  not  pleaded].  The  defendants 
say  expressly  that  the  payments  made  were  not  moduses 
nor  compensations  for  tithes.  There  are  many  cases 
where,  though  the  payments  have  been  uniform,  yet  the 
Court  will  not  raise  the  inference  of  a  modus.  Here  they 
repudiate  the  modus.  Upon  the  subject  of  privy  tithes 
the  text  writers,  with  the  exception  of  Blackstone,  are 
silent ;  but  those  words  have  frequently  occurred  in  the 
reported  cases.  *In  Gibson  v.  Peacock  (a),  the  word  "  al- 
tarage** was  held  to  be  equivalent  to  minute  or  small  tithes. 
In  Ekins  v.  Dormer  (6),  the  words  "  privy  tithes'*  are  ex- 
pressly used  for  small  tithes. 

Mr.  Swamton^  Mr.  Godson^  and  Mr.  Younge^  for  the 
defendants. — The  plaintiflTs  counsel  call  upon  us  to  shew 
our  title  to  the  whole  of  the  tithes,  but  they  have  not 
touched  upon  the  essential  point  for  consideration,  namely, 
the  title  of  the  vicar.  This  is  a  most  weak  case.  The 
demand  is  made  without  any  colour  of  right  to  institute 
such  a  suit.  No  endowment  is  produced.  Something  is 
said  about  usage,  but  the  only  tangible  foundation  for  it 
is  a  transaction  called  the  payment  of  privy  tithes.  That 
is  represented  to  have  been  made  to  the  vicar,  but  on 
what  account  or  for  wliat  reason  is  a  secret.  The  pre- 
sent vicar,  following  his  predecessors,  has  received  various 
payments  of  this  nature,  though  he  has  not  received  tithe 
of  com  and  grain;  but  it  is  a  strange  conclusion  to  draw 
from  this  circumstance,  that  the  vicars  are  therefore  enti- 
tled to  every  species  of  tithe  except  corn  and  grain.  The 
Court  will  not  give  effect  to  the  claim  of  a  vicar  beyond 
his  common-law  right,  except  upon  clear  evidence.  There 

(a)  1  Yoange,  184.  (6)  3  Atk.  534;  2  £.  &  Y.  108. 
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ldd6.        18  no  common-law  right  to  these  tithes ;  if  there  is^  he  is 

jl^^^        bound  to  make  it  out. 
9'  That  the  payments  which  have  been  made  to  the  vi- 

CELT,  under  the  description  of  privy  tithes,  are  not  of 
the  character  of  small  tithes,  is  clear  from  several  cm* 
cumstances.  They  have  been  made  for  houses  without 
lands,  and  in  respect  of  things  not  titheable ;  they  hate 
not  been  made  by  all  the  owners  or  occupiers,  but  by 
some  only.  With  a  single  exception,  they  have  been  uni^ 
form.  In  addition  to  this,  tithes  by  custom  in  some  pa* 
rishes  are  not  rateable  to  the  poor,  and  tnat  is  the  case  fai 
Sutton ;  but  we  shew  that  these  payments  were  the  sub- 
ject of  rate.  With  respect  to  the  documents  which  the 
vicar  produces,  if  we  shew  that  they  are  consistent  with 
our  case,  a  decree  cannot  be  had  against  us.  Now  the 
plaintiff's  whole  case  consists  in  making  out  that  privy 
tithes  are  synonymous  with  small  tithes,  and  yet  the  Ee* 
desiastical  Survey  expressly  distinguishes  the  one  from 
the  other.  Besides,  how  can  such  a  document  as  the  first 
terrier,  containing  such  an  observation  as  it  does,  without 
respect  to  tithe  hay,  be  brought  forward  in  support  of 
the  vicar's  case?  The  possession  of  the  defendants  is 
perfectly  consistent  with  such  documents  as  these,  and 
your  Lordship  will  not  disturb  it. 

The  defendants  contend  that  privy  tithes  are  in  the 
nature  of  rent.  Under  the  grantees  of  tlie  Crown,  the 
tithes  are  held  by  various  persons,  amongst  whom  are  the 
defendants.  The  grantees  granted  the  tithes  out  again, 
some  in  general  terms,  others,  including  the  small  tithes, 
specifically.  Here  the  vicar  sets  up  a  presumptive  title 
against  the  actual  title  under  the  grant.  He  claims  by 
payments,  and  he  sets  them  up  in  such  a  manner  as  afibrd 
a  legal  presumption  that  they  are  moduses.  If  the  vicar, 
therefore,  has  any  case  at  all,  he  has  proceeded  in  such 
a  manner  aa  to  bar  his  right  to  tithe  in  kind*    If  he  shews 


GODSOV. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  165 

only  a  right  to  a  composition,  it  is  submitted  that  the  bill         1836. 

must  be  dismissed.  '^     "     ' 

Hall 

These  payments,  however,  in  whatever  they  originated,       ^  v, 
are  not  compositions  for  small  tithes.     There  is  cleai; evi- 
dence by  reputation,  that  the  lands  in  these  three  town- 
ships are  free  from  all  tithe  except  that  of  corn  and  grain ; 
and  the  documents  produced  by  the  vicar  cannot  affect 
that  evidence.     The  case  of  CunUffe  v.  Taylor  has  never 
been  approved  of.     That  of  Armstrong  v.  Hewitt  is  in 
&vour  of  the  defendants,  because,  there,  the  Court  refused 
to  make  a  decree  establishing  the  vicar's  title  to  small 
tithes  generally ;  but  confined  his  right  to  those  particular 
instances  in  which  perception  by  the  vicars  was  expressly 
proved.  [Aldersan,  B. — That  case  only  shews,  that  where  a 
vicar  stands  upon  usage,  he  cannot  have  relief  beyond  his 
proof  of  perception.     Here  the  question  turns  on   the 
meaning  of  the  words  **  privy  tithes,"  as  applied  to  cer- 
tain payments  which  have  been  received.]     The  defen- 
dants shew  a  direct  title  to  the  tithes  in  dispute,  and  not 
a  mere  presumptive  title.    Their  title  is  derived  from  the 
Crown,  and  no  usage  adverse  to  it  has  been  proved.    The 
privy  tithes  relied  upon  by  the  vicar,  are  evidently  of  the 
nature  of  these  charities,  as  enumerated  by  Mirehouse  (a). 
[Alderson,  B. — Their  strong  argument  is,  that  if  decimtB 
minores,  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey,  is  not  the  same  as 
privy   tithes,  mentioned  in  the  terrier,   there  is  no  ac- 
counting for  their  being  conveyed  in  the  interim.]    There 
is  no  authority,  but  that  of  Blackstone,  for  considering 
privy  tithes  and  small  tithes  the  same  thing.     The  reason 
why  writers  on  tithes  have  .not  defined  privy  tithes  is, 
that  there  is  no  instance  in  the  case  of  a  vicar*s  bill,  where 
the  words  '*  privy  tithes,**  standing  alone,  without  the  ad- 
ditional words,  **  minute  tithes,"  &c.,  have  ever  been  held 
to  mean  small  tithes.    Ekins  v.  Dormer  (6),  was  the  case 

(a)  Mirehouse  on  Tithes,  p.  102,         (b)  3  Atk.  634 ;  2  £.  ft  Y.  108. 
2nded. 
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1836.  of  a  rector.  The  words  used  are  either  ''minute  and 
privy  tithes/*  or  ''small  and  privy  tithes."  It  is  clear 
therefore  that  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  an  actual 
perception  of  small  tithes.  Having  failed  to  do  so,  it  fol* 
lows  that,  as  he  could  not  under  such  circumstances  have 
a  decree  against  the  rector,  he  cannot  have  a  decree  against 
the  defendants,  who  stand  in  loco  rectoris:  fVillis  v. 
Farrer  (a),  JVyld  v.  Ward  (6),  Collins  v.  Greslejf  (c). 

Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply,  admitted  that  the  plaintiflTs  case, 
so  far  as  regarded  the  tithe  of  hay,  had  not  been  made 
out,  but  he  contended  that,  on  all  other  points,  it  was 
strengthened  by  the  documents  which  had  been  produced 
by  the  defendants.  It  was  clear,  from  the  surveys  and 
terriers,  that  the  vicarage  was  originally  endowed  both 
with  glebe  lands  and  small  tithes  of  very  considerable 
value,  and  this  inference  had  not  been  rebutted  by  any 
evidence  offered  by  the  defendants.  He  relied  on  the 
expressions  of  the  second  terrier,  and  the  authority  of 
Blackstone. 

Jmn£  28M.  Alderson,  B. — In  these  cases  the  question  also  (d)  ia 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  endowment  of  the  vicarage  of 
Tenbury. 

The  older  documents,  as  I  have  before  stated,  only 
shew  an  endowment,  but  not  its  extent  or  nature.  The 
Parliamentary  Survey  is  to  the  same  effect.  These,  there- 
fore  may  be  laid  out  of  the  case. 

The  Ecclesiastical  Survey  is  more  definite.  It  speaks 
of  the  vicarage  as  being  entitled  to  great  tithes  and  to 
one  mill — to  Easter  dues  and  other  oblations  on  the  four 
offering  days — to  tithes  of  sheep  for  sale — to  mortuaries. 


(a)  2  Y.  &  J.  217.  (d)  This  judgment  wis  givea 

(6)  3  Y.  &  J.  192.  immediately  after  that  in  Batf  v. 

(e)  2  Yonnge,  1.  Farmer,  ante,  p.  151. 
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^md  to  small  tithes^  to  wit ;  pigs,  geese,  liemp,  flax,  wax^         1836. 
snd  honey,  and  other  like  things. 

Homfprimdfaciet  these  words  ought  to  be  taken  gene- 

vallyy  as  denoting  a  right  to  the  tithes  coextensive  with  the 

"wicarage  itself.     But  undoubtedly  they  may  bear  a  more 

:arestricted  sense,  and  may  be  taken  to  mean,  if  the  other 

documents  and   the  usage  require  it,  a  right  of  a  more 

Xmited  extent.     And  the  next  documents  put  in  by  the 

plaintiff^  clearly  limit  the  right  as  to  the  predial  tithes,  to 

the  whole  or   a  part  of  the  township  of  Sutton    alone. 

^his  appears  from  both  the  terriers.     As  to  the  first  of 

these  terriers,  its  only  effect  is  to  make  this  limitation ; 

but  on  the  subject  of  the  small  tithes,  and  the  extent 

through  which  they  are  payable,  it  is  wholly  silent.     The 

second  terrier,  of  1637,  is  not  so.     It  speaks  of  the  vicar 

being  entitled  to  a  portion  of  tithes  from  Sutton,  whicli  I 

think  means  the  tithes  generally,  great  an\l  small,  out  of 

the  whole  or  a  part  of  Sutton  ^  and  to  privy  tithes  from 

the  rest  of  the  parish. 

Now,  what  are  privy  tithes  ?  I  think,  in  tlieir  ordinary 
meaning,  they  would  be  the  small  or  vicarial  tithes — that 
is  the  meaning  in  which  Blackstone  uses  the  words.  And 
the  usage  of  this  parish  shews  that  they  certainly  are  not 
confined  to  Easter  offerings.  For  it  is  clear  from  the 
evidence,  that  the  vicar  has  Easter  offerings,  and  also 
another  set  of  payments,  which  are  denominated  privy 
tithes;  and  which  seem  to  have  been  payments  made  for 
many  years  by  persons  having  lands,  by  persons  having 
housea,  and  by  persons  having  both  lands  and  houses. 
These  payments  have  been  made  very  generally  ;  and,  in- 
deed, almost  universally  through  the  three  townships* 
There  are,  certainly,  instances  where  persons  have  not 
paid ;  but  I  think  those  instances  are  not  more  frequent 
than  are  to  be  ordinarily  expected  from  the  negligent,  or, 
perhaps,  indulgent  mode  in  which  such  payments  have 
usually  been  collected  by  clergymen  not  willing  to  excite 


168  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE: 


1836.         Iiostility  to  themselves,  by  insisting  on  their  extreme  rights. 
I  find  no  class  exempted  from  the  payment,  so  as  to  form 

Hall 

9.  any  line  of  distinction  between  them  and  their  neighbours. 

Nor  do  these  exemptions,  if  they  exist,  appear  to  me  to 
shew  that  these  are  stipendiary  payments  rather  than  com- 
positions for  small  tithes.  They  are  equally  consistent  or 
inconsistent  with  either  hypothesis. 

Then  what  construction  is  the  Court  to  put  on  the  ex- 
pression privy  tithes  in  the  terrier  ?  Its  most  natural 
meaning  appears  to  me  to  be  that  which  Blackstone  gives 
to  it.  The  usage  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  construc- 
tion, for  there  is  no  satisfactory  explanation,  I  think,  to  be 
found  in.  the  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  these  payments. 
They  seem  to  me  to  be  old  compositions  for  the  small 
tithes.  Indeed,  if  the  defence  had  been  diflferent,  and  the 
defendants  had  contended,  admitting  the  vicar's  endow- 
ment, that  these  were  ancient  moduses  in  lieu  of  small 
tithes,  I  might  have  had  perhaps  more  difficulty  in  the 
case.  But  the  defendants  disclaim  such  a  defence  alto- 
gether, and  rest  upon  a  denial  of  the  vicar's  right  to  the 
small  tithes,  which  they  contend  belong  either  to  the 
rector,  or  were  conveyed  to  themselves  with  their  lands 
from  the  rector.  They  have  traced  two  parcels  of  lands 
conveyed  with  the  small  tithes  belonging  to  them — one  to 
Mr.  Williams,  another  to  Pembroke  College,  Oxford. 
These  are  traced  back  to  the  rectors  originally,  and  seem 
both  comprised  in  a  conveyance  made  by  Sir  Thomas 
Lucy  and  Alice  his  wife,  to  Mil  ward  and  another,  under 
a  licence  to  alienate,  obtained  for  that  purpose  from  the 
Crown,  in  the  reign  of  James  the  First.  But  the  original 
conveyance  is  of  the  parsonage  glebe  and  other  lands, 
probably  belonging  to  the  rectory ;  and  is  not,  therefore, 
such  a  conveyance  of  the  tithes  as  materially  to  a  Sect  the 
present  question.  For  the  tithes  of  the  lands  belonging 
to  the  rectors  may  very  probably  not  have  been  com- 
prised in  the  vicar's  original  endowment,  and  yet  his 
endowment  as  to  the  small  tithes,  throughout  the  rest  of 
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the  three  townships^  may  have  been  general.  These  are  1P36. 
the  only  instances  in  which  any  conveyances  of  the  small 
tithes  have  been  produced  by  the  defendants.  On  the 
other  handy  there  is  a  total  absence,  so  far  as  the  evi- 
dence goes,  of  any  claim  by  the  rector  to  the  small  tithes 
-»and  unless  they  are  comprised  in  the  endowment  of  the 
vicar,  there  is  no  rational  account  to  be  given  of  them. 

Upon  the  whole  view  of  the  evidence,  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  I  ought  to  construe  the  words  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  Survey  and  the  terrier  of  1637  in  their  most 
natural  and  ordinary  sense,  and  that,  if  I  do  so,  they 
afford  very  cogent  evidence  that  the  small  or  vicarial  tithes 
throughout  the  three  townships,  were  comprised  in  the 
original  endowment  of  the  vicar.  This  is  in  accordance 
with  the  general  probabilities  in  such  cases.  It  is  the 
only  reasonable  explanation  of  the  "total  absence  of  claim 
by  the  rectors  of  any  thing  beyond  the  tithes  of  corn  and 
hay,  and  is  not,  as  it  seems  to  me,  at  all  inconsistent  with 
the  payments  proved  to  have  been  made,  treating  these 
payments,  as  I  think  they  ought  to  be  treated,  as  ancient 
compositions  for  these  tithes,  and  which  are  not  claimed 
by  the  defendants,  nor  indeed  proved  by  any  reasonable 
evidence  (if  the  case  be  left  as  at  present)  to  be  moduses 
in  lieu  of  them. 

I  have  now,  shortly,  gone  through  the  whole  of  the 
evidence.  There  is  no  disputed  fact  between  the  parties 
for  the  consideration  of  a  jury.  The  whole  is  a  question 
rather  as  to  the  proper  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  undis- 
puted facts.  That  is,  properly,  therefore,  a  question  for 
the  Court  itself.  I  shall  not  therefore  send  the  case  to  an 
issue,  but  decide  according  to  the  opinion  which  I  have 
formed  on  the  facts  before  me. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  a  decree 
for  an  account  of  the  small  tithes  claimed  by  him — and 
with  costs.  As  to  the  hay,  it  is  admitted  thut  the  bill 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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Cheslyn  r.  Dalby. — Dalby  r.  Chkslyn. 

J.N  the  year  1797^  and  for  many  years  afterwards,  the 
defendant^  Thomas  Dalby,  was  employed  by  the  plaintiff 
as  his  solicitor,  and  he  was  also,  with  the  approbation  of 
the  plaintiff,  employed  as  the  solicitor  to  the  trustees  under 
the  will  of  the  plaintiff's  father*  During  the  period  between 
1797  and  1818,  the  plaintiff  became  indebted  to  Thomas 
Dalby  in  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  not  only  in  respect 
of  Dalby's  professional  services,  but  for  various  advances 
made  from  time  to  time  to  the  plaintiff  by  Dalby  and  his 
father,  and  for  interest  due  on  those  advances.  In  the 
year  1830,  when  the  transaction  on  which  these  suits  were 
founded  took  place,  the  total  amount  claimed  by  Thomas 
Dalby,  in  respect  of  these  advances  and  interest,  was 


June  Qth,  9M, 
20M,  28M. 

C.  for  many 
years  employed 

D.  as  his  attor- 
ney, and  in  the 
course  of  those 
years  became 
largely  indebted 
to  D.  for  busi- 
ness done  and 
money  lent. 
From  time  to 
time  D.  de- 
livered accounts 
to  C,  but  re- 
ceived no  pay- 
ments of  any 
considerable 
amount  from 
his  client.    C. 
afterwards  em- 
ployed other 
attomies.  Ulti- 

r:'^;^  wISf  about  4000/. 

an  execution  by       j^  1818,  the  Connection  between  the  plaintiff  and  Thomas 

a  judgment  *• 

creditor,  applied  Dalby,  in  regard  to  law   business,  in  a  great  measure, 

to  D.  for  his 
assistance,  who 

procured  the  money  for  him  by  way  of  mortgage,  but  stipulated  tliat  the  mortgage  should  atand 
as  a  security  for  his  own  debt,  as  well  as  the  judgment  debt.  C.  having  assented  to  thb  arrange- 
ment, executed  the  mortgage  deed,  and  also  a  deed  of  trust  of  even  date,  which  waa  prepared 
jointly  by  D.  and  the  other  attornies  of  C,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  mortgage  should  stand 
aa  a  security  for  the  amount  of  D.'s  debt,  to  be  settled  by  arbitration,  and  that  in  such  aettlement 
no  prejudice  should  arise  to  D.  by  reason  of  the  lapse  of  time : — Held,  that  this  transaction  did 
not  amount  to  the  receiving  of  a  gratuity  by  an  attorney  from  his  client,  and  consequently,  in  the 
absence  of  any  fVaud,  was  sustainable  in  a  court  of  equity. 

A  security  which  has  been  given  to  an  attorney  by  his  client  for  a  debt  really  due,  or  aa  a  reward 
for  services  already  rendered,  will  not  be  set  aside  in  equity. 

Although  a  court  of  equity  will  not  in  general  decree  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
to  refer  to  arbitration,  or,  on  the  death  of  an  arbitrator,  substitute  the  Master  for  the  arbitrator, 
yet,  where  matters  of  account  have  been  referred  to  arbitration,  which  fails  by  the  death  of  the 
arbitrator,  a  party  who  refuses  to  supply  the  defect,  by  naming  a  new  arbitrator,  will  receive  no 
relief  from  a  court  of  equity,  except  upon  the  terms  of  his  doing  equity;  and  those  tenna  may  con- 
sist in  hb  consenting  to  the  accounts  being  taken  by  the  Master. 

Where  accounts  are  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  with  a  special  agreement  as  to  the  mode  in  wMch 
they  are  to  be  talien,  and  afterwards,  upon  the  failure  of  the  arbitration,  the  same  accoonta  are 
referred  to  the  Master,  he  will  be  directed  to  take  them  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  not  according 
to  the  special  agreement.  Therefore,  where,  under  such  circumstances,  it  was  one  of  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  that  no  advantage  should  be  taken  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations : — Held,  that 
the  Master  was  not  to  be  ruled  by  that  stipulation. 

Qiutre,  whether,  since  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  the  recital  in  a  deed  of  the  existence  of  a  debt, 
coupled  with  parol  evidence  only  as  to  its  amount,  is  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limit- 
ations ? 

Where  a  verdict  is  taken,  subject  to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator  as  to  the  amount  of  the  debt,  a 
court  of  law  will,  under  circumstances,  compel  the  appointment  of  a  fresh  arbitrator,  but  not  where 
the  verdict  b  taken  subject  to  arbitration  generally. 


Dalby» 
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ceased;  and  from  that  period  till  the  year  1830^  the        1836. 
plaintiff,   with  some  trifling  exceptions,   employed   Mr. 
Brock  as  his  solicitor  in  the  country,  andMr.  Hall  as  his       _  v. 
solicitor  in  London. 

In  March  1830,  a  judgment  having  been  recovered 
igainat  the  plaintiff  by  one  Barber,  for  the  sum  of  7000/., 
he  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  at  his  dwelIing*-house  in  Leices- 
ersliire»  were  taken  in  execution  under  a  fieri  facias  sued 
at  upon  that  judgment.  Upon  that  occasion  the  plaintiff 
nd  his  solicitors,  Messrs.  Brock  and  Hall,  applied  to  the 
elendants  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson,  for  the  loan  of 
ertain  monies  which  the  latter  held  as  trustees,  proposing 
t  the  same  time  that  repayment  of  the  loan  should  be 
Bcured  by  a  mortgage  of  the  plaintiff's  real  estates.  The 
rustees,  however,  were  dissatisfied  with  the  proposed 
ecurity,  and  refused  to  comply  with  this  offer.  About  the 
ame  time  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  defendant,  Thomas 
Oalby,  for  his  advice  and  assistance ;  and  he,  as  well  as 
others  of  the  plaintiff^s  friends  and  advisers,  endeavoured 
to  prevail  upon  the  judgment  creditor  to  give  the  plaintiff 
further  time  for  payment.  This  appUcation  however  was 
lefused,  and  in  April,  1830,  the  plaintiff's  goods  were  ad* 
Tertised  for  sale  in  the  Leicester  paper. 

The  plaintiff  being  now  in  great  distress  of  mind  at  the 
prospect  of  a  sale  of  his  effects  under  the  circumstances 
before  mentioned,  and  having  a  family  resident  with  him 
in  his  house,  became  daily  more  anxious  for  a  settlement 
with  the  judgment  creditor.  At  length,  through  the  in- 
fluence of  Thomas  Dalby,  he  prevailed  upon  John  Dalby 
ind  W.  T.  Dawson  to  advance  to  him  the  7000/.  by  way 
of  mortgage,  out  of  their  trust-monies,  Thomas  Dalby  at 
the  same  time  depositing  with  the  trustees  some  title-deeds 
of  his  own  as  an  additional  security  for  the  repayment  of 
the  money.  This  advance  however  was  made  upon  the 
express  stipulation,  that  the  accounts  between  Thomas 
Dalby  and  the  plaintiff,  from  the  year  1787,  should  be 
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1836.  immediately  adjusted,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  execute 
a  security,  not  only  for  the  7000/.^  but  for  an  additional 
sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  balance  due  on  Thomas  Dalby's 
account.  It  was  at  the  same  time  agreed,  that  Thomae 
Dalby  should  forthwith  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  an  account 
of  all  demands,  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  object  to 
any  items,  the  same  should  be  submitted  to  two  arbitrators, 
one  to  be  appointed  by  each  party,  with  power  to  the  ar« 
bitrators  to  choose  an  umpire,  and  that  the  security  to  be 
given  by  the  plaintiff  should  be  confined  to  the  balance 
settled  by  amicable  adjustment  or  by  arbitration. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  arbitrators  were  ap« 
pointed  by  the  respective  parties^  and  by  indentures  of 
lease  and  assignment  and  release,  (which  were  prepared  by 
Thomas  Dalby),  bearing  date  respectively  the  21st  and 
QSd  of  April,  1830,  and  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the 
one  part,  and  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson  of  the 
other  part ;  reciting,  that  the  plaintiff  having  occasion  on 
an  emergency  for  tiie  sum  of  12,000/.,  had  applied  to  and 
requested  the  said  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson  to  ad- 
vance and  lend  him  that  sum,  at  the  rate  of  interest  and 
on  the  security  thereinafter  contained,  it  was  witnessed 
that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  IZflOOL,  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  said  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson,  the 
receipt  of  which  was  thereby  acknowledged,  the  pIvntiiT 
did  thereby  assign  to  the  said  John  Dalby  and  W.  T. 
Dawson,  their  executors  $c.,  various  leasehold  estates 
held  for  divers  terms  of  years,  and  did  thereby  release  to 
the  said  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson,  their  heirs  ftcy 
certain  freehold  property,  to  hold  &c.,  subject  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
said  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson,  and  the  surriror  of 
them,  and  the  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  of  such  survivor,  of  the 
sum  of  12,000/.,  with  interest  at  4/.  10^.  per  cei^t,  on  the 
^2d  of  October  then  next  ensuing.  The  indenture  con- 
tained a  power  of  sale  by  the  mortgagees  on  default  of 
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payment  of  the  principal  money  and  interest  pursuant  to         1836. 
the  stipulations  contained  in  the  deed.     A  receipt  was 
endorsed   upon   the   deed  and   signed    by  the  plaintiff, 
whereby  he  acknowledged  to  have  received  12,000/. 

By  an  indenture,  (prepared  by  Mr.  Brock,  but  under 
the  superintendence  of  Thomas  Dalby),  bearing  even  date 
ivith  the  indenture  of  assignment  and  release,  and  made 
between  the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  Thomas  Dalby  of 
tlie  second  part,  and  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson  of 
tlie  third  part,  reciting  the  before-mentioned  indentures, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  said  Thomas 
IDalby  in  various  sums  of  money,  for  money  lent  and  ad- 
vanced at  various  times,  commencing  in  the  year  1797,  and 
for  interest  thereon  to  the  then  present  time,  and  also  for 
the  amount  of  divers  professional  bills  for  business  done 
by  the  said  Thomas  Dalby  as  the  solicitor  and  attorney  of 
the  plaintiff,  or  on  his  account,  the  amount  of  which  said 
several  loans  and  bills  was  not  yet  then  ascertained,  and  a 
b'alance  was  not  yet  struck  between  the  said  parties ;  and 
further  reciting,  that  the  plaintiff  was  willing  to  pay  the  said 
Thomas  Dalby  the  amount  which  might  appear  to  be  due 
to  him  upon  the  said  accounts,  commencing  on  the  day 
aforesaid,  such  amount  to  be  ascertained  and  paid  in  the 
manner  thereinafter  mentioned;  and   also  reciting,   that 
upon  the  treaty  for  the  loan  of  the  said  sum  of  12,000/.,  it 
was    contemplated  that  the  said  Thomas  Dalby  should 
have  been  made  a  party  to  the  said  indenture  of  release  ; 
and  that  the  amount  which  should  have  been  found  to  be 
due  to  bim  on  the  balancing  of  the  said  accounts  between 
bim  and  the  plaintiff,  should  have  been  paid  to  him  on  the 
execution  thereof;  but  inasmuch  as  that  balance  was  not 
then  yet  ascertained,  it  had  been  agreed  between   the 
parties  thereto,  that  the  sum  of  5000/.,  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  ISflOOL,  should  be  retained  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
John  Dalby  and  W.  T.Dawson,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfy- 
ing the  said  demand  of  the  said  John  Dalby  against  the 
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1836.         plaititiflf  when  the  balance  should  be  ascertained »  and  that 
^  the  surplus  thereof,  if  any,  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff ; 

V.  and  also  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had,  on  the  said  inden- 

ture of  release,  given  a  receipt  fur  the  said  sum  of  12,000^1, 
but  the  said  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson  had  retained 
the  said  sum  of  5000/.,  part  thereof,  for  the  purposes 
thereinbefore  mentioned  respecting  the  same,  as  they  did 
thereby  admit  and  acknowledge.  It  was  witnessed  that 
the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  on  his 
part,  did  thereby  covenant  with  the  said  Thomas  Dalby, 
his  executors  and  administrators,  that  he  the  plaintiff 
would,  within  fourteen  days  after  the  presentation  to  him 
by  the  said  Thomas  Dalby  of  accounts  and  bills  against 
the  plaintiff,  which  said  accounts  and  bills  the  said  Thomas 
Dalby  did  thereby  covenant  to  present  within  two  months 
from  the  date  thereof,  either  express  his  willingness  to 
abide  by  and  admit  the  same,  or  otherwise  express  his 
intention  of  submitting  the  same  to  arbitration  in  manner 
thereinafter  mentioned.  The  deed  then  contained  a  mutual 
covenant  between  the  plaintiff  and  Thomas  Dalby,  in  case 
the  plaintiff  should  desire  an  arbitration,  to  submit  the 
accounts  to  the  arbitration  of  two  persons  named  in  the 
deed,  who,  before  they  proceeded  to  business,  should 
choose  an  umpire ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  arbitration, 
either  of  the  arbitrators  or  the  umpire,  should  be*  made 
within  two  months  after  the  accounts  should  have  been 
submitted  to  their  or  his  arbitration,  and  should  be  final 
and  binding  on  the  parties.  The  deed  then  stated,  that  it 
was  thereby  declared  and  agreed,  by  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  Thomas  Dalby,  that  in  settling  the 
said  accounts,  the  said  arbitrators  or  umpire  should  b^in 
their  investigation  thereof  from  their  first  commencement 
in  the  year  1797,  and  that  the  lapse  of  time  or  nonclaim 
by  the  said  Thomas  Dalby  should  not  prejudice  his  claims; 
and  the  plaintiff  did  thereby  empower  the  said  John  Dalby 
and  \V.  T.  Dawson  to  pay  to  the  said  Thomas  Dalby,  his 
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ezecuton,  &c«  out  of  the  said  sum  of  5000/.  retained  in  1836. 
their  hands  as  aforesaid,  whatsoever  should  be  found  and 
dadared  to  be  due  to  the  said  Thomas  Dalby,  either  by 
an  amicable  settlement  of  the  said  accounts  between  the 
fdMntiffand  Thomas  Dalby,  or  which  should  be  adjudged 
to  be  due  in  arbitration  or  umpirage.  And  it  was  thereby 
fiuther  covenanted  and  agreedi  that  any  overplus  which 
should  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  said  John  Dalby  and 
W.  T.  Dawson^  out  of  the  said  sum  of  5000/.  retained  in 
tbrir  hands  as  aforesaid,  shouldi  after  discharging  the 
balance  due  to  the  said  Thomas  Dalby,  to  be  ascertained 
as  aforesaidi  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  The  deed  then  con- 
tained a  covenant  by  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson,  that 
they  would  stand  possessed  of  the  said  sum  of  5000/.  upon 
the  foregoing  trusts. 

The  deeds  were  executed  by  all  parties,  and  soon  after* 
wards  one  of  the  arbitrators  died>  and  another  was  ap- 
pointed in  his  room,  armed  with  the  same  powers  as  his 
predecesaor*  These  arbitrators  appointed  Fynes  Clynton, 
Esq.  to  be  their  umpire. 

Thomas  Dalby  rendered  to  the  plaintiff  an  account  of 
hit  demands  within  the  time  limited  by  the  deed  of  trust ; 
bat  the  plaintiff  objected  to  that  account,  find  it  was  ac- 
cordingly referred  to  arbitration.  The  arbitrators,  how- 
ever, being  unable  to  agree  upon  an  award,  referred  the 
natters  in  difference  to  their  umpire,  Mr.  Fynes  Clinton, 
who  died  before  any  further  proceedings  were  had  in  the 
reference. 

Id  April,  1881,  the  trustees  called  in  the  mortgage 
■ooey,  which  the  plaintiff  being  unable  to  pay,  they  en- 
tered into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  some  portion  of  the 
■Mirtgaged  premises;  theplaintiff,  however,  was  afterwards 
restored  to  the  receipt  of  those  rents.  In  August,  1833, 
the  interest  being  considerably  in  arrear,  the  trustees  again 
csQed  in  their  mortgage  money,  and  threatened  to  take 
legal  proceedings  for  its  recovery.     Upon  this,  the  plain- 

VOL.  lU  N  EQ.  EX. 
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1836.  tiff  offered  to  pay  them  the  sum  of  7S59A  17«.«  which  was 
the  calculated  amount  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  in 
respect  of  the  sum  of  7000/L ;  and  according  to  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence,  a  legal  tender  was  made  to  the  tnietees  of 
that  sum.  This  last  fact,  however,  was  denied  by  the 
trustees,  who  swore  that  the  money  was  only  stated  to 
them  (a)  to  be  in  certain  leathern  bags,  which  they  saw,  but 
which  were  not  opened  before  them.  The  plaintiflp,  at 
the  same  time,  gave  the  trustees  a  formal  notice,  that  he 
denied  their  right  to  retain  the  mortgage  as  a  security  for 
any  balance  alleged  to  be  due  to  Thomas  Dal  by ;  because 
such  balance  was  to  have  been  ascertained  by  mutual 
agreement,  or  by  a  reference,  which,  by  the  deaths  oP* 
parties,  had  now  become  impossible;  but,  that  he  waa 
ready  and  willing  to  enter  into  a  fresh  agreement  of  re- 
ference. 

The  trustees  having  refused  to  accept  the  plaintiff^a 
offer,  on  the  grounds  that  they  had  received  notice  from 
Thomas  Dalby  to  retain  the  sum  of  5000/.,  parcel  of  the 
whole  mortgage  sum  of  12,000/1,  as  a  security  of  his  de- 
mands against  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  now  brought  his 
bill  against  Thomas  Dalby  and  the  trustees,  praying  that 
it  might  be  declared,  that  the  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease, and  the  declaration  of  trust,  so  far  as  the  same  were 
made,  or  appeared  to  be  made,  as  a  security  to  Thomas 
Dalby,  were  not  binding  on  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the 
declaration  of  trust  ought  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled ;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises  received  by  the  trustees 
since  August,  1833,  and  the  amount  thereof  deducted 
from  the  said  sum  of  7259/.  17«.,  and  that,  upon  payment 
of  the  balance  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  trustees,  they  might 
be  decreed  to  reconvey,  &c. 

A  cross  bill  was  filed  by  the  defendants,  praying  that 

(a)  See  post,  p.  191. 
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Cbe  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  trust  might  be  specifically 
executed. 

The  bill,  in  the  first  suit,  contained  statements  and 
charges,  that,  prior  to  the  year  IBll,all  accounts  between 
she  plaintiff  and  Thomas  Dalby  had  been  settled  and  ad- 
justed, and  that  all  monies  which,  previously  to  that  time, 
■lad  become  owing  from  the  plaintiff  to  Thomas  Dalby, 
■lad  been  paid  and  satisfied;  that,  when  the  plaintiff's 
^fleets  were  seized  under  the  execution,  he  was  greatly 
embarrassed  in  his  circumstances,  and  had  no  means  of 
satisfying  the  debt  of  7000/. ;  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, he  applied  to  the  defendant,  Thomas  Dalby,  for 
Siis  assistance,  but  that  the  latter  purposely  delayed  pro- 
^curing  for  the  plaintiff  the  offer  of  the  loan  of  7000/.  from 
the  other  defendants,  the  trustees,  until  it  had  become 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  accept  such  loan  in  whatever 
terms  the  same  might  be  offered ;  that  the  terms  exacted 
by  Thomas  Dalby  were,  that  the  accounts  of  all  transac- 
tions between  the  parties  since  the  year  1797,  should  be 
nnravelled  and  investigated, — that  the  balance  thereof 
should  be  computed — that  the  advantage  of  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  should  be  waived  by  the  plaintiff — and  that 
the  proposed  security  for  7000/.  should  be  extended  to 
secure  the  balance  which  should  be  so  found  due;  that  the 
plaintiff  reluctantly  consented  to  accept  the  loan  of  7000/. 
upon  these  terms;  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  de* 
fendant,  Thomas  Dalby,  influenced  the  other  defendants  to 
offer  the  said  loan  upon  terms  dictated  by  himself,  in  exe- 
cution of  an  oppressive  and  unjust  design  which  he  had 
formed,  of  exacting  payment  from  the  plaintiff  of  a  large 
sum  of  money  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable;  that 
throughout  the  negotiation,  Thomas  Dalby  acted  as  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  made  the  usual  charges ;  that  he 
was  precluded  by  his  situation  as  such  solicitor  from  ac- 
cepting from  the  plaintiff  any  benefit  whatsoever,  beyond 
the  usual  and  fair  charges  for  his  services ;  that  he  never- 

n2 
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1836.  theless  took  advantage  of  his  situation  to  exact  and  obtain 
from  the  plaintiff  large  and  unfair  advantages  in  hb  own 
favour ;  that  the  indentures  of  lease  wd  release,  and  de- 
claration of  trust,  so  far  as  the  same  were  originally  ex- 
tended to  be  a  security  to  Thomas  Dalby,  were  obtained 
from  the  plaintiff  by  the  exercise  of  undue  influence,  and 
were  fraudulent,  illegal,  and  not  binding  on  the  plaintiff; 
or,  if  they  had  ever  been  legal  and  binding,  had  ceased 
80  to  be  from  the  impossibility  of  carrying  the  arbitratioa 
into  effect. 

The  defendant,  Thomas  Dalby,  by  his  answer  stated, 
that  in  the  year  1801,  he,  at  the  request  of  the  tmatees 
under  the  will  of  the  plainttfTs  father,  delivered  to  them 
an  account  of  several  sums  of  money  which  had  been  ad- 
vanced by  the  defendant  and  his  father  to  the  plaintiff; 
that  a  copy  of  this  account  was  delivered  to  the  plaintifl^ 
who  requested  to  have  a  more  detailed  account;  that,  in 
1802,  a  more  detailed  account  was  delivered  to  bin;  that^ 
in  1811  and  18IS,  the  defendant  again  delivered  accounts 
to  the  plaintiff,  whereby  it  appeared  thai  there  was  a 
balance  of  upwards  of  2000/.  due  to  the  defendant;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  made  no  objection  to  these  aceoonts  at 
that  time,  and  had  ever  since  retained  them  in  his  custody. 
That,  in  1819,  a  correspondence  took  place  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  respecting  the  application 
of  certain  monies  mentioned  in  the  accounts,  when  tbe 
plaintiff  appeared  to  be  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  de- 
fendant's explanation,  and  made  no  objection  to  the  ac- 
counts, but,  on  the  contrary,  paid  to  the  defendant  several 
sums  of  money  af^er  that  period  in  reduction  of  tbe  de- 
fendant's debt.  The  defendant  then,  in  ansvfe^  to  the 
allegation  in  the  bill,  denied  that  in  the  year  1811,  or  at 
any  other  time,  the  accounts  between  him  and  tbe  plain- 
tiff had  been  adjusted,  save  by  the  delivery  of  the  afore- 
said accounts,  or  that  the  monies  due  to  the  defendant  on 
such  accounts  had  been  paid,  save  certain  items  for  which 
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credit  had  been  given  to  the  plaintiflT;  on  the  contraryi  1836. 
be  alleged^  that  on  several  occasions,  both  before  and 
after  the  delivery  of  such  accounts,  he  had  demanded  in- 
terest of  the  phiintiff.  He  admitted,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  against  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  was  much 
embarraaaed,  though,  as  the  defendant  believed,  only 
temporarily*  He  also  admitted,  that  after  the  defendant 
had  failed  to  induce  the  execution  creditor  to  give  time 
to  the  plaintiff,  he  proposed  to  procure  the  loan  of  7000/. 
from  the  other  defendants ;  but  he  stated,  that  the  plain- 
tiff  bad,  on  many  former  occasions,  requested  him  to  pro* 
core  that  loan ;  and  that  the  possibility  and  means  of 
procuring  it  had  often  been  discussed  between  him  and 
the  plaintiff  The  defendant  denied  that  he  had  insisted 
upon  the  terms  stated  in  the  bill,  as  a  condition  for  pro- 
curing the  loan,  or  that  he  had  ever,  in  any  manner,  urged 
the  plaintiff  to  comply  with  such  terms;  but  he  stated,  that 
b  the  course  of  the  transactions  the  plaintiff  voluntarily 
fold  him  that  he  would  settle  the  accounts  in  any  manner 
the  defendant  and  his  brother,  John  Dalby,  might  think 
fit;  and  therefore,  from  such  assurance,  and  from  the 
intimacy  which  had  subsisted  between  him  and  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  plaintiff  having  frequently  promised  to  settle 
the  accounts,  he,  the  defendant,  fully  expected  he  would 
do  so,  without  availing  himself  of  the  technical  defence 
of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  The  defendant,  however, 
admitted,  that  although,  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation, 
he  had  not  insisted  upon,  or  even  asked  for,  a  settlement 
of  accounts,  yet  his  brother,  the  defendant,  John  Dalby, 
refused  to  join  in  advancing  the  loan,  unless  a  complete 
settlement  were  made  of  all  the  transactions  in  question ; 
and  that,  upon  that  understanding,  which  was  acquiesced 
in  by  the  plaintiff,  the  deeds  were  executed.  In  con- 
clusion, the  defendant  insisted  on  the  validity  of  the  deeds, 
alleging  that,  at  the  time  of  their  execution,  and  through- 
out all  the  previous  transactions,  it  was  and  had  been  the 
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1836.  intention  or  the  parties,  that  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  should  be  waived  by  the  plaintiff;  and  besub- 
mittedy  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  by  the  recitals  in  the 
deeds  to  that  effect  He  submitted  also,  that  the  agree- 
ment to  refer  the  accounts  to  arbitration  was  the  principal 
term  in  the  trust-deed,  and  the  naming  arbitrators  and  an 
titnpire  was  but  an  accessory;  and  that  the  principal  agree- 
ment was  subsisting  and  ought  to  be  performed,  notwith- 
standing the  death  of  the  umpire. 

The  defendant,  John  Dalby,  by  his  separate  answer, 
stated,  that  he  did  not  believe  that  Thomas  Dalby  took 
advantage  of  his  alleged  situation  to  exact  or  obtain  from 
the  plaintiff  large  or  unfair,  or  any,  advantages  in  his  own 
favour;  for  that  it  was  at  the  particular  recommendation 
and  suggestion  of  him,  John  Dalby^  made  from  motives 
of  private  regard  and  affection  for  his  brother,  Thomas 
Dalby,  and  not  at  the  suggestion  of  Thomas  Dalby,  that 
it  was  made  a  term  of  the  loan,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
agree  finally  to  settle  the  accounts  then  depending  be* 
tween  him  and  Thomas  Dalby ;  and  that  Thomas  Dalby 
himself  was  not  at  all  anxious  to  insist  upon  such  terms, 
but  was  willing  to  have  left  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
to  the  honour  of  the  plaintiff,  in  whom  he  had  greater 
confidence  than  John  Dalby  himself  had. 

The  joint  answer  of  John  Dalby  and  his  co-trustee 
corroborated  the  defence  made  by  Thomas  Dalby. 

The  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  was  to  the  effect,  that  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  he  was  in  such  distressed  cir-* 
cumstances  as  to  induce  him  to  accede  to  almost  any  terms 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  loan ;  that  he  had  already  ap- 
plied for  money  on  mortgage  of  his  estate,  but  that  the 
security  he  had  to  offer  was  objected  to;  that  he  had  no 
other  resource  but  to  obtain  the  loan  of  7000/.  upon  the 
conditions  insisted  upon  by  John  Dalby;  that  he  expressed 
great  reluctance  to  submit  to  such  conditions ;  and  that 
some  of  his  friends  advised  him,  rather  than  submit  to  them^ 
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to  allow  the  tale  of  his  effects  to  take  place ;  that  he  could         1836. 

not  make  up  his  mind  to  take  that  course,  and  ultimately 

acceded  to  the  required  terms. 

The  evidence  for  the  defendant,  Thomas  Dalby,  did 
not  differ  materially  from  that  of  the  plaintiff,  so  far  as 
related  to  the  plaintiff  being  compelled  by  distressed  cir- 
cumstances to  accept  the  terms  imposed  upon  him  by 
John  Dalby.  The  witnesses,  however,  generally  acquitted 
the  defendant  Thomas  Dalby  of  making  the  settlement 
of  hia  own  accounts  a  condition  for  affording  the  plaintiff 
his  assistance ;  and  one  of  them,  who  was  also  examined 
for  the  plaintiff,  stated  his  belief,  that  Thomas  Dalby 
honestly  exerted  himself  for  the  interest  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  would  have  done,  and  did,  in  fact,  do  all  in  his  power 
to  raise  the  money,  and  get  the  business  of  the  plaintiff 
settled,  without  regard  to  his  own  claims,  relying  entirely 
on  the  honour  and  integrity  of  the  plaintiff;  but  that  his 
brother,  John  Dalby,  interposed,  to  prevent  any  arrange- 
ment being  effected,  unless  Thomas  Dalby's  claims  were 
included  and  settled  at  the  same  time. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  had  several 
times  verbally  admitted  that  he  was  indebted  to  Dalby, 
though  he  said  it  was  but  to  a  small  amount,  and  only  for 
professional  business. 

Sir  Charles  WethereU^  and  Mr.  Zr.  Wigram,  for  the  plain- 
tiff-^Under  the  distressing  circumstances  in  which  the 
plaintiff  was  placed^  in  consequence  of  the  approaching 
execution — a  sale  being  advertised  of  his  effects — himself 
threatened  with  exposure  and  expulsion,  with  attendant 
iDConTenience  and  soreness  of  mind — ^he  applied  to  the  de- 
fendant, Thomas  Dalby,  for  assistance.  In  the  first  in- 
stance, Dalby  endeavoured  to  make  terms  with  the  judg- 
ment-creditor, and  so  far  his  conduct  was  fair.  But,  upon 
the  failure  of  those  endeavours,  and  Dalby  being  in  con- 
sequence more  urgently  pressed  by  his  client  to  raise 
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1836.         money,  he  availed  himself  of  the  opportunity  to  say — Not- 
withstanding the  difficulty  in  which  you  are  placed,  I  think 
I  have  a  remedy,  and  can  procure  you  the  lOOOL  on  mort- 
gage ;  but  I  must  slip  in  a  claim  of  my  own,  and  you  must 
give  me  a  mortgage  for  \2y0O0L;  I  must  make  my  daim 
a  prefix  or  affix  to  the  mortgage  transaction.     The  time 
was  short — the  patience  of  the  judgment-creditor  was  gone, 
and  the  consunmiation  was  shortly  to  take  place.     The 
plaintiflT  was  thus  induced  to  give  a  security  for  12flO0L 
instead  of  7000/.    The  sum  of  50001.  was  by  these  means 
added  to  the  lOOOL  really  and  bond  fide  borrowed.     The 
mortgage  security  is,  if m/i/icf/^,  for  \ftfiOOL\  but  there 
is  a  deed  of  even  date  in  the  nature  of  a  declaration  of 
trust,  in  which  John  Dalby  and  W.  T.  Dawson  are  trus- 
tees for  this  solicitor.    That  deed  contains  a  false  recital, 
that  it  was  contemplated  that  Thomas  Dalby  should  have 
been  a  party  to  the  mortgage  deed,  and  should,  upon  the 
execution  thereof,  have  been  paid  the  amount  of  bis  de- 
mand ;  but  that  the  balance  due  to  him  had  not  been  as- 
certained, and  therefore  that  5000/.,  part  of  the  ]S,0001L, 
was  retained  by  the  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
balance,  when  found  due.    The  whole  of  this  statement  is 
false.     There  is  no  pretence  for  saying,  that  a  liquidated 
debt,  due  to  Thomas  Dalby,  was  intended  to  be  part  and 
parcel  of  the  mortgage  debt  of  12,000/.     It  was  not  the 
meaning  of  the  moKgage  deed  that  5000/L  was  due  to 
Thomas  Dalby,  but  to  be  retained  by  the  trustees  till  the 
balance  was  ascertained.   That  was  not  the  genuine  trane- 
action.    It  is  false  to  say  that  the  sum  of  5000/.  was  meant 
to  be  an  admitted  debt,  due  to  Thomas  Dalby.    The  re- 
tention of  that  sum  was  no  other  than  a  condition,  withevt 
which  Dalby  would  not  procure  the  money.    The  trustees 
had  no  right  to  join  in  such  a  transaction,  or  to  permit  the 
plaintiff  to  sign  the  receipt  which  he  did.     The  whole 
frame  of  this  security,  if  it  can  be  called  a  security,  is 
evidence  of  an  improper  transaction.     A  power  of  sale 
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was  giTen  to  the  mortgagee ;  and  though  the  Statute  of  IS36. 
LiiDitaiioDt  bad  swallowed  up  all  the  plaintiff's  demands, 
every  demand,  with  interest,  from  the  year  1797,  was  to 
be  ripped  up,  and  the  only  remedy  the  plaintiff  had  was 
the  arbitration.  Upon  Fynes  Clinton's  death,  however, 
the  whole  fabric  of  these  unjust  and  oppressive  instm- 
ments  fell  to  the  ground.  The  plaintiff  was  then  advised 
that  he  had  been  wrongly  dealt  with,  and  the  agreement 
fiir  arbitration  being  functu$  officio^  he  tendered  to  the 
tmstees  the  full  sum,  and  the  only  sum,  which  is  due  upon 
these  securities. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  it  is  consonant  to  any  rule 

ef  public  policy  that  a  solicitor  employed  by  a  gentlenmn 

to  rmise  a  ssm  of  money,  in  order  to  avert  almost  instant 

rain,  is  to  intermix  with  it  a  transaction  of  his  own,  and 

to  make  it  a  condition  of  his  exertions  that  his  demands 

are  to  be  identified  with,  and  made  part  and  parcel  of,  the 

loan  of  money  which  he,  as  solicitor,  procures.     It  is  said 

(though  that  is  doubtful)  that  the  money  could  not  be  ob- 

tained  elsewhere.     That  aggravates  the  case  against  the 

solicitor.    4f  the  money  was  not  to  be  procured  from  any 

other  person  but  himself,  the  very  fact  that  he  was  the 

only  party  who  could  lend  it,  makes  the  matter  worse. 

The  exigency  enhances  the  oppression.     It  might  make 

hot  little  difference  whether  the  money  was  easily  or  not 

easily,  possibly  or  not  possibly,  to  be  procured  from  a  third 

person,  but  the  relative  situation  of  these  parties  as  soli- 

dtor  and  client  removes  all  doubt  upon  the  subject.    The 

rules  of  equity  in  regard  to  such  a  case  as  this  are  not 

eaprieioas  and  arbitrary,  but  bottomed  upon  public  morality. 

But,  in  addition  to  those  undisputed  rules  by  which  all 

courts  of  justice  are  influenced  in  matters  of  this  nature, 

it  is  a  general  rule  of  equity,  that  a  solicitor  acting  for  his 

clfent  in  any  transaction,  cannot  in  that  transaction  receive 

any  benefit  or  gift  from  his  client.  In  Walmesly  v.  Booth  (a), 

(a)  2Atk.3J. 
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1836.  where  a  person  gave  a  bond  to  his  attorney  in  consideration 
of  senrices  rendered  to  him  while  in  great  difficulty.  Lord 
Hardwicke  expressed  his  opinion  to  be,  that  the  Court 
ought  to  pay  no  regard  to  such  a  bond,  as  it  might  en- 
courage attomies,  after  they  have  got  into  the  secrets  of 
their  clients,  to  extort  from  them  unreasonable  rewards  to 
themselves.  The  general  rule  upon  this  subject  is  ad- 
verted to  in  many  cases :  BeUew  v.  Russell  (a)»  Wood  ▼. 
Downes  (6),  Wells  v.  Middleion  (c),  Wright  v.  Proud  (</)« 
Montesquieu  v.  Sandys  {e).  The  question  here  is,  whether 
the  character  of  the  benefit  accruing  to  the  solicitor  can 
make  any  difference  as  to  the  general  rule.  It  is  dear 
that  Dalby  could  not  have  accepted  a  gift  of  money  from 
the  plaintiff.  Can  he  then  accept  a  security  for  a  sum  of 
money,  with  a  stipulation  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
shall  not  bar  his  claim  ?  It  seems  clear  that  he  cannot 
If  the  case  be  such  that  upon  principle  the  Court  ought 
to  exercise  its  right  of  supervision  over  those  transactions, 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  benefit  received  by  the  soli- 
citor can  make  no  difierence :  Lewes  v.  Morgan  (/)•  The 
benefit  here  is  the  same  as  if  the  client  had  grsen  the  sdi- 
citor  a  charge  upon  his  estates. 

The  other  question  is,  whether  the  Court  will  decree  a 
specific  execution  of  the  deed  of  trust,  the  special  mode 
of  taking  the  accounts  directed  by  that  deed  having  become 
impracticable.  It  is  admitted  that  the  security  was  to  be 
confined  to  the  balance  to  be  found  due  upon  an  amicable 
adjustment  or  by  arbitration.  Upon  the  death  of  the 
umpire,  however,  the  arbitration  could  no  longer  be  carried 
into  effect.  Then  how  can  the  Court  decree  the  relief 
prayed  by  the  cross  bill|  the  effect  of  which  is  to  call  upon 
a  Court  of  Equity  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  name  a  new 
umpire,  or  else  to  assume  to  itself  the  power,  contrary  to 

(a)  1  Bid].  &  Beat.  107.  (d)  13  Ves.  138. 

(6)  18  Ves.  127.  (O  18  Ves.  302. 

(c)  1  Cox,  112.  (/•)  5  Price,  86. 
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the  stipulation  of  the  parties,  of  delegating  to  the  Master         1B36. 
the  office  of  taking  the  accounts  ?     It  is  an  established 
rale  of  the  Court,  that  no  bill  can  be  filed  to  compel  parties 
to  go  to  a  reference  or  to  name  arbitrators.  [Alderson^  B. — 
In  some  cases  the  Court  would  direct  the  account  to  be 
taken  unless  the  parties  consented  to  appoint  an  arbitrator.] 
It  is  submitted  that  the  Court  would  refuse  to  interfere 
under  any  circumstances :  Agar  v.  Maclew  (a),  Street  v. 
Bighy  {b)f  Milnes  v.  Gery  (c).     The  mode  of  settling  the 
debt  being  a  stipulated  mode,  there  is  an  end  of  the  juris- 
diction  of  a  Court  of  Equity  to  compel  the  parties   to 
adopt  any  other  mode.     Besides,  if  the  Master  takes  the 
account,  b  he  to  act  upon  the  principle  that  no  length  of 
time  18  to  bar  the  demand  ?     Is  he  to  determine  whether, 
upon  the  construction  of  these  instruments,  certain  debts 
are  or  are  not  to  carry  interest?     Within  what  limits  is 
his  discretion  to  be  confined  ?     It  is  not  necessary,  how- 
ever^ to  carry  the  argument  to  this  length,  because,  in  fact, 
the  subject  matter  of  arbitration  was  at  an  end  upon  the 
death  of  the  arbitrator,  in  whose  room  the  new  arbitrator 
was  appointed.     [Alderson,  B. — Although  tliedeed  might 
be  void  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  you  will  not  contend 
that  it  might  not  be  set  up  by  subsequent  consent;  then 
the  question  arises,  whether  the  appointment  of  the  new 
arbitrator  was  not  a  subsequent  affirmation  of  the  deed.] 
That  cannot  be  proved  unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  of  the  invalidity  of  the  first  deed.     lAlder* 
mom,  B. — He  was  told  by  one  witness  that  no  Court  in 
£ngland  would  confirm  it.]     It  is  clear  that  he  made  the 
view  appmntment,  not  for  the  purpose  of  confirming  the 
deed,  but  under  the  impression  that  he  was  bound  by  the 
^enns  of  the  deed  to  do  so.     Confirmation,  in  order  to  be 
available,  must  have  been  made  by  a  person  fully  acquainted 


(a)  2  S.  &  S.  418.  (b)  6  Vcs.  815. 

(c)  14  Ves.  400. 
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1836.        with  his  rights^  and  aware  that  the  original  transaction 

impeachable :  Crowe  v.  Ballard  (a),  Roeke  ▼•  C^Brmm  (i), 
Dunbar  v.  Trevetuiiek  (c). 


Mr.  Boieler^2iTkA  Mr.  Bdhell,  for  the  derendant,  Tbomai 
Dalby. — The  transaction  which  is  called  so  oppressive  is 
the  result  of  an  accumukted  debt,  arising  from  a  numbti 
of  small  advances  made  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifl 
at  the  instance  and  earnest  entreaties  of  the  plaintiff 
These  advances  were  made  between  the  years  1797  and 
1799.  Letters  are  in  evidence,  shewing  the  urgency  with 
which  the  plaintiff  pressed  for  these  loans,  some  of  whicb 
were  to  the  very  smallest  amount,  and  were  wanted  to  meet 
the  current  expences  of  the  day.  The  language  of  the 
letters  is  such,  that  to  have  denied  the  plaintiff's  requeati 
would  have  been  next  to  impossible.  In  1801  an  accooat 
of  these  advances  was  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  tlM 
plaintiff.  In  180^  another  more  particular  acoouat  wai 
delivered  to  him  at  his  own  request.  From  18QS  to  1810, 
nothing  remarkable  occurred ;  but  the  defendant  haviag 
borrowed  many  of  these  monies  to  accommodate  the  plain- 
tiff, was  obliged  to  press  him  for  interest,  in  order  to  hand 
it  over  to  the  lenders.  During  that  period  the  defendaal 
was  repaid  only  the  most  trifling  sums.  In  1812  a  corre- 
spondence took  place,  in  which  some  alleged  inaccuradei 
were  explained,  to  the  apparent  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff. 
In  1810  another  correspondence  took  place  upon  the  same 
subject,  which  led  to  another  explanation.  From  thai 
period  the  defendant  ceased  to  act  generally  as  the  |dain< 
tiff's  solicitor,  the  plaintiff  employing  either  Mr.  Brock  oi 
Mr.  Hall.  In  the  present  transaction  Brock  acted  as  tbi 
solicitor  both  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  mortgagees,  and  Ik 
charged  the  procuration  money.  It  is  true  that  the  de> 
fendant  assisted  in  preparing  the  deeds,  and  delivered  bii 

(a)  2  Cox,  253 ;  3  Bro.  C.  C.         (6)  1  Ball  &  Beat  339. 
1 17.  (0  2  Ball  &  Beat.  304. 
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bin  of  eosU  for  preparing  them  to  Cbeslyn.    In  form,        1836. 
perhaps,  the  acoount  ought  to  have  been  made  to  John 
Dalbjt  and  handed  over  to  Cheslyn;  but  when  the  situa- 
tion of  the  parties  is  considered,  that  circumstance  is  im- 
anteriaL    The  rule  as  to  solidtor  and  client,  which  has 
been  so  much  reUed  upon,  cannot  apply  to  this  case. 
Upon  what  is  that  rule  founded  ?     On  the  consideration 
thai  die  client  has  no  advice.     But  here  he  is  surrounded 
by  adviserB,  and  the  person  in  whom  he  places  his  confi- 
denee»  and  who  is  not  the  defendant,  is  the  party  who 
sdviaea  him  to  engage  in  this  transaction  as  the  only  means 
of  procuring  the  money.    He  is  not  in  the  hands  of  the 
d^mdant  as  bis  solicitor.    He  is  indeed  in  the  hands  of 
Jbhm  Dalby,  who  made  the  conditions,  while  his  brother 
would  have  slept  upon  his  rights ;  but  the  whole  matter 
vaa  trmnsacted  under  the  advice  of  Cheslyn*s  own  solicitor. 
Kwen  had  the  plaintiff  been  forced  into  making  this  secu- 
rity* k  was  only  to  do  a  plain  act  of  justice;  but  the 
ewidenoe,  so  far  from  shewing  improper  interference  in 
the  defendant,  shews  that  he  was  guided  by  others,  and 
was  himself  disposed  to  trust  to  the  honour  of  the  plaintiff. 
After  aOf  this  is  not  a  security  for  5000/.,  but  only  for 
what  honomrable  men  would  state  to  be  due  on  taking  the 
acoount.    It  is  not  because  a  solicitor  takes  a  security  from 
Ilia  cUenty  that  it  will  not  stand  good  for  what  is  really  due : 
Jsemes  v.  Morgan  (a),  Newman  v.  Payne  (6). 

The  other  point  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends  is,  that 
the  Court  will  not  carry  into  execution  this  deed  of  trust, 
upon  the  general  grounds  that  it  will  not  execute  an  agree- 
ment to  refer  to  arbitration.    The  cases  however  which 
have  been  cited  on  that  subject  do  not  apply  here.    lAl^ 
dermmp  B.— The  diflSculty  here  is,  that  this  is  a  deed  which 
requires  die  settlement  of  accounts  upon  certain  specific 
terms,  one  of  which  consists  in  a  waiver  of  those  ad- 

(«)  6Price,M  {b)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  350 ;  2  Vsi.  J.  199. 
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1836.  vantages  which  the  law  would  give  in  the  ordinary  way. 
If  you  go  out  of  the  ordinary  course,  must  you  not  take 
the  deed  in  all  its  parts,  one  of  which  is  that  you  refer  the 
account  to  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.  ?  If  the  Master  takes  the  ac- 
count he  must  take  it  in  the  usual  manner,  subject  to  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  The  clause  in  the  deed  as  to  waiver 
of  the  statute  applies  only  in  the  case  of  the  account 
being  taken  by  arbitrators.]  The  effect  of  the  statute  is 
removed  by  the  recital  in  the  deed  that  the  debt  exists. 
[Aldersofif  B. — There  is  some  difficulty  in  that,  since  Lord 
Tenterden's  Act  (a).  It  may  be  doubted  whether  the 
written  instrument  required  by  that  act  should  not  state 
the  amount  of  the  debt  due,  as  well  as  that  a  debt  is  due. 
In  Kenneii  v.  Milbank  (6),  there  was  a  recital  in  a  deed, 
as  there  is  here,  that  a  debt  existed ;  and  yet  the  Court 
held  that  the  debt  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions. An  account  may  consist  of  parts,  some  of  whidi 
are  barred  by  the  statute,  and  some  not.  Can  a  man  be 
bound  by  an  acknowledgment  which  applies  to  one  part  of 
the  account,  and  not  to  the  other  ?  The  question  comes  to 
this,  whether  a  debt  being  admitted  to  be  due,  you  are  not 
at  liberty  to  apply  parol  evidence  to  prove  the  amount.] 
The  case  to  which  your  Lordship  refers  might  apply  to  a 
single  debt,  but  not  to  an  account.  If  this  were  an  account 
between  two  mercantile  houses,  to  hold,  that  such  a  recital 
as  this  would  not  oust  the  statute,  would  be  productive  of 
great  hardship.  The  same  observation  applies  to  a  steward's 
account.  It  would  be  an  extraordinary  thing  to  say  that 
the  whole  account,  consisting  of  many  disputed  items,  was 
to  be  barred. 

But  it  is  scarcely  necessary  for  the  defendants'  case  that 
the  Court  should  determine  the  effect  of  this  recital, 
because  the  Court,  before  it  grants  the  plaintiff  the  relief 
which  he  seeks,  may  impose  upon  him  the  very  terms  of 

(a)  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14.  (6)  8  Bing.  38 ;  1  M.  &  Scott,  102. 
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the  deed.  The  plaintiff  relies  upon  the  abstract  proposi-  1836. 
tion,  that  the  Court  will  not  compel  the  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  refer  to  arbitration.  But  the  circumstances 
of  this  case  give  rise  to  a  different  proposition.  You  have 
here  an  agreement  to  refer,  partially  executed ;  and  in 
the  course  of  the  performance  of  that  agreement,  the 
further  carrying  it  on  modo  et/ormd  becomes  impossible 
by  the  death  of  the  arbitrators.  The  party  then  comes 
bere^  not  to  carry  the  agreement  into  effect,  but  to  avail 
himself  of  the  accident  which  has  occurred  to  break  it. 
The  proposition  is,  not  to  have  the  agreement  executed, 
but  that  the  party  refusing  to  carry  it  on  shall  be  relieved 
from  it;  and  this  is  attempted  to  be  justified  upon  princi- 
ples only  applicable  when  the  agreement  is  to  be  enforced. 
It  is  true  that  the  accident  of  death  has  stopped  the  pro- 
ceedings  under  the  arbitration,  but  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  relieve  against  such  accidents.  Can 
this  party,  who  has  it  in  his  power  to  supply  the  defect 
arising  from  the  accident,  be  allowed  to  have  the  benefit 
of  that  wrong?  A  court  of  equity  will  say.  You  may  get 
back  the  estate  as  you  can,  but  you  who  refuse  to  execute 
the  contract  shall  have  no  assistance  here.  The  true  in- 
quiry is,  if  a  man  give  security  to  abide  the  event  of  an 
arbitration,  which  he  agrees  shall  proceed,  and  he  revokes 
the  arbitration,  shall  he  get  back  his  security  ?  He  is  in 
the  position  of  a  man  who  revokes  his  submission  to  arbi- 
tration. A  man  cannot  come  into  a  court  of  equity  and 
say,  that  established  principles  are  applicable  to  them  who 
break  their  agreement.  In  Har court  v.  Ramsbottom  (a), 
where  the  party  who  gave  security  revoked  his  authority, 
and  then  came  for  an  injunction,  Lord  Eldon  refused  it. 
He  would  not  interfere  at  all.  In  similar  circumstances  a 
court  of  law  acts  upon  the  same  principles :  Woolley  v. 
Kelly  {b).     [^Alderson,  B. — That  case  does  not  go  the 

(«)  IJ.  &  W.  605.  (b)  1  B.  &  C.  68;  2  D.  &  R.  158. 
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1836.        length  for  which  you  contend.    Where  a  verdict  is  taken 
subject  to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  debti  the  Court,  if  necessary,  will  compel  the  party  to 
appoint  a  fresh  arbitrator,  but  not  where  the  verdict  is 
taken  subject  to  arbitration  generally.]     At  all  events  the 
universal  principle  applies,  that  no  man  can  take  advantage 
of  his  own  wrong.    A  court  of  equity  will  not  listen  to  a 
man  who  comes  for  its  assistance,  and  yet,  upon  more 
technical  grounds,  refuses  to  do  equity:  ilforte v.  Mereti(a)» 
The  consideration  for  this  deed  consisted  in  part  of  the 
settlement  of  the  defendant's  account.     The  plaintiff  re- 
ceived the  money  upon  the  faith  of  that  consideration; 
how  then  can  he  afterwards  object  to  the  settlement  t    In- 
dependently of  principles  of  common  honesty,  a  valuable 
consideration  was  given.  The  deed  recites,  that  the  amooiit 
of  the  balance  is  not  yet  struck.     That  is  a  distinct  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor.   The 
substantial  agreement  is,  that  the  account  shall  be  paid  and 
there  shall  be  a  security  for  it.     The  plaintiff's  refusal  to 
name  an  arbitrator  cannot  deprive  this  Court  of  the  power 
of  ascertaining  what  is  due  to  the  defendant,  and  directing 
the  account  to  be  taken  in  its  own  way. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  equity  upon  which  the  defendant 
insists  is  this :  that  the  Court  will  not  permit  the  plaintiff 
to  take  a  reconveyance  of  the  mortgaged  prembes  until  he 
shall  have  consented  to  the  appointment  of  a  new  arbi- 
trator, or  until  the  accounts  shall  have  been  settled  by  the 
IVIaster :  the  defendant  being  allowed  in  either  case  the 
benefit  of  all  the  stipulations  in  the  deed.  But,  supposing 
the  Court  should  make  no  immediate  declaration  as  to  the 
latter  point,  then  it  is  submitted  that  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  the  benefit  of  insisting  upon  the  deed  before  the 
Master ;  it  being  open  for  him  to  contend,  either  that  the 
plaintiff  has  contracted  himself  out  of  the  Statute  of  Liroita- 

(a)  6  Madd.  26. 
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dons,  or  dist  the  rraxal  of  the  cieri  sitisfies  L(>rd  Ten* 
terdni'f  Art-    Dit  iemsom  t.  HaiJUid  '  i>>. 

Id  die  riev  «  hvjh  lias  been  tJiLen  of  t re  case  on  behalf 
of  tbe  defend  ■m>  iz  seons  umeoessarT  to  argue  the  ques- 
tknofi 


IS^ 


r 
Dalst. 


Mr.  ileieaift^  f  r  tbe  defeodint^y  the  trustees,  ob- 
Krredy  that  tbe  bfll  |inTei  r^ef  vhich  maierialk  aflecied 
hkclJeots.  Thev  vere  caLed  upon  to  recon^ev  the  whole 
eiUte  lo  the  pJUintifir,  upoD  parment  to  them  uf  a  certain  sum 
which  tbe  ^^aSaXiS  aliened  be  had  tendered  to  them,  and 
which  tber  had  refused  to  accept.  This  inTolred  the  ques- 
tka  vbeibcr  tbe  trader  made  to  them  vas  such  as  rentlered 
it  imperative  npoo  tbem  to  accept  it,  and,  upon  their  re- 
faial  slopped  Ifae  pajment  of  interest  upon  the  whole 
TOOQL  (A).  He  tboogfat  they  ought  not  to  be  called  on  to 
decide  that  question.  [Tbe  Court  concurring  in  this  last 
obienratioa,  MHeal/e  proceeded  no  further  vith  his  ar- 
gmneoLj 

Upon  tbe  question  of  arbitration,  the  counsel  fur  Tho- 
ousDalbj  here  referred  to  fVebsier  t.  Bishop  (c),  Wkii* 
md  T.  Farrel  (</),  and  Francises  Maxims. 

Sir  Ckartes  Weiherell^  in  reply — No  case  in  law  or 
eqaitj  has  been  produced  to  sanction  the  proprsition  laid 
dovn  in  this  bill.  The  question  is,  whether  if  A.  and  B. 
contract  by  deed  to  refer  the  matters  in  dispute  between 
them  to  arbitration,  and  one  dies,  it  is  or  not  discretion- 
try  vith  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  the  parlies  to  name 
D€w  rererees.  The  practice  of  the  Court  gives  a  negative 
to  that  proposition  in  all  iis  shapes  and  forms.     One  rea- 


(«)5a&  P.  46;   IMood.  & 

Rob.  141. 

i*)  Co.  Lilt.  20S  a;   Btnd  v. 
^^iM>2M.&S.86;  AUxander 
VOL.  II. 


r.  Brown,  1  C.  &  P.  23S.  See  ante, 

p.  17^- 

(c)  Pre.  Ch.  223. 
{d)  1  Ves.  sen.  256. 

W.Q.  BX. 
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1886.         son  isj  that  the  Court  will  not  make  itself  subsidiary  or 
ancillary  to  a  private  agreement  of  that  description.     An* 
other  ground,  which  is  the  direct  one,  is,  thai  althoogb  a 
court  of  equity  will  execute  that  agreement  which  Ae 
parties  themselves  have  made,  it  will  not  mako  a  liresh 
agreement  for  the  parties,  by  applying  to  it  principles  oi 
simiHtode  or  analogy.    If  the  Court  deviated  from  Chii 
rule,  its  jurisdiction  would  be  afloat,  as  it  were ;  and  even 
if  this  rule  were  not  sustained  by  analogy  to  that  oToourtfl 
of  law,  it  would  not  be  an  insuperable  objection :  because 
it  is  not  always  that  in  matters  of  practice  courts  of  equity 
can  follow  the  law ;  the  form  of  proceedings  in  the  r^ 
spective  courts  being  different*    But  here  it  so  bappem 
that  tlie  legal  rule  does  support  the  analogy.     If  the  ▼a^ 
diet  asoertahfis  the  extreme  limit  to  which  the  damagei 
may  go,  the  parties  say  they  will  not  trouble  the  Court 
with  investigating  all  the  items,  and  the  matter  is  r6lbr< 
red  to  arbitration.     If  then  one  of  the  parties  refuse  to 
name  an  arbitrator,  the  Court  says,  You  have  admitted 
upon  the  records  of  the  Court  that  so  much  is  due,  and 
you  shall  proceed  with  the  arbitration.     But  how  doei 
that  affect  the  present  case  ?     Is  there  any  authority  foi 
saying  that  this  deed  is  a  verdict  for  500(M.  ?     Is  it  a  judi- 
cial proceeding  ?  Can  it  be  called  matter  of  record  ?  Evei 
where  a  verdict  has  been  taken  for  damages  subject  t< 
the  award  of  an  arbitrator,  a  court  of  law  will  not  fa 
doubtful  cases   enforce  the  arbitration:    Hall  v.  PHU 
lips  (a).     It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  rule  of  cowt 
of  equity  is  not  pecuHar  to  their  jurisdiction;  and  is  ther 
any  thing  in  this  case  so  stringent  or  exigent  upon  then 
that  they  shall  begin  a  new  rule  ?     In  Milnes  v.  Chrg 
Sir  William  Grant  said  that  an  agreement,  where  ther 
is  no  pariy  to  fix  the  price,  is  inoperative  quasi  mail 
pretio  siaiuio.     Here,  therefore,  there  is  no  operativ 

(a)      M.  &  Scoit,  167;  9  Biiig.  89. 
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agreenient;  and  if  the  Court  drives  the  parties  into  the 
Master's  office,  it  will  make  a  new  agreement  for  them, 
precisely  as  if  it  compelled  the  party  to  choose  A.  as  an 
arbitrator  instead  of  B. :  and  is  it  to  be  contended  that 
the  Court  could  compel  that  choicei  when  it  is  clear  from 
the  eyidence,  that  the  arbitrators  originally  named  were 
ehoten  from  motives  of  private  confidence  ? 

With  respect  to  the  declaration  of  trust,  it  is  argued 

that  the  debt  being  admitted  by  the  deed,  the  amount  of 

it  most'  be  referred,  with  all  the  stipulations  of  the  deed, 

to  a  new  referee.     But  is  this  such  an  absolute  admission 

of  the  debt  as  can  be  laid  before  another  referee?     No; 

there  is  ndthing  but  a  recital  that  the  bills  are  of  a  certain 

age,  and  that  upon  an  adjudication  upon  them  in  the  man* 

ner  stated  in  the  deed,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  shall  not 

be  set  up.     But  there  is  nothing  in  the  deed  to  signify 

that  it  shall  not  be  set  up  in  any  other  court.     Can  you 

my  that  this  is  an  admission  which  is  to  be  received  before 

every  tribunal,  when  the  deed  recites  that  the  balance  to 

be  found  due  upon  the  accounts  "\s  to  be  ascertained 

and  paid  in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned  ?**     It  is  a  falla^ 

ey,  upon  every  rule  of  construction,  to  make  this  a  simple 

admission  of  a  debt.    The  plaintiff  said — If  my  arbitrators 

are  named  the  judges,  I  will  consent  that  they  shall  take 

the  account,  and  the  statute  shall  be  waived ;  but  that  was 

the  extent  of  bis  admission.     Can  it  be  contended  that 

under  such  a  special  agreement  as  this  the  Court  may 

taj, Though  in  other  respects  the  deed  falls  to  the  ground, 

yet  we  will  abstract  the  admission  and  give  it  a  universal 

character ;  and  therefore  you  must  consent  not  to  set  up 

the  statute  ?     The  case  of  Kenneil  v.  Millbank,  as  far  as 

it  goes,  is  favourable  to  the  plaintiff;  at  all  events  the 

judges  did  not  there  decide  that  the  deed  should  operate 

for  one  purpose  and  not  for  another.   This  deed  was  most 

oppressively  obtained,  and  even  if  it  were  practicable  to 

^fer  the  accounts  to  the  Master,  they  must  be  dealt  with 
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1836.  in  the  ordinary  manner^  and  without  reference  to  the  deed. 
In  cases  like  the  present,  all  the  authorities  go  to  the 
entire  destruction  of  the  instrument.  What  has  been  said 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  solicitor's  lien  is  not  applicable  to 
this  unfair  transaction. 

June  38/A.  Aldbrson,  B. — In  these  two  bills,  which  are  cross  bilb, 
the  plaintiff  Cheslyn  seeks  to  set  aside  the  lien  daimed  by 
the  defendant  Thomas  Dalby  on  the  estate  mortgaged 
to  the  other  two  defendants,  and  to  have  a  reconveyance 
on  payment  to  them  of  a  specific  sum  deposited  (after 
having  been  previously  tendered  to  them)  in  the  hands  of 
third  persons  for  their  use.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
trustees  claim  to  hold  the  estate  until  the  sum  of  lOOOL, 
with  interest  to  the  present  time,  shall  be  paid  to  them; 
and  further,  until  the  defendant  Thomas  Dalby's  lien  in 
respect  of  the  debt  claimed  by  him  is  also  satisfied.  And 
in  the  cross  bill,  Thomas  Dalby  claims  relief,  and  that  the 
Court  shall  enforce  the  arrangement  contained  in  the  de- 
claration of  trust,  dated  22nd  April,  1830,  either  by  com- 
pelling Cheslyn  to  nominate  an  arbitrator,  or  by  referring 
the  account  between  the  parties  to  the  Master  on  the  same 
terms  as  the  arbitrators  originally  named  were  empowered 
to  ascertain  the  balance. 

The  question  has  been  very  fully  and  ably  discussed, 
and  is  to  be  resolved  into  two  inquiries,  of  which  the  first 
is,  Whether  the  transaction  between  the  plaintiff  Ches- 
lyn and  the  defendant  Thomas  Dalby  was  a  fair  transac- 
tion— or  whether  it  was  one  in  whict)  the  latter,  availing 
himself  of  his  character  of  attorney,  has  obtained,  in  a  case 
in  which  he  was  acting  as  attorney  for  Cheslyn,  a  greater 
remuneration  and  advantage  for  his  services  in  that  behalf 
than  his  regular  and  ordinary  fees,  in  which  case,  on  the 
grounds  of  public  pohcy,  it  is  contended  the  transaction 
ought  to  be  set  aside  altogether. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  courts  of  equity  have  always 
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exercised  a  very  jealous   superintendence  over  Iransac-        1836. 

tions  between  attorney  and  client.     In  WeUs  v.  Middle^ 

torn  (a).  Lord  Thurlow  goes  very  fully  into  the  question, 

and  lays  it  down  broadly,  that  it  is  perfectly  well  known 

chat  an  attorney  cannot  take  a  gift  or  gratuity  whiUt  the 

client  is  in  his  hands,  nor  instead  of  his  bill.     And  in 

¥Valmesletf  v.  Booth  (Jb)^  Lord  Harduoicke  lays  the  same 

principle  down,  and  confirmed  it  in  Saunderson  v.  Glass 

(c).      Again,  Lord  Eldon^  in  Hatch  v.  Hatch  (d),  and 

Ijord  JErskinCt  in  Wright  v.  Proud  (e),  agree  with  this, 

as  being  the  law  even  where  no  fraud  is  imputable  to  the 

attorney.     But  I  do  not  find  it  laid  down,  that  where 

only  a  security  has  been  given  for  a  debt  really  due,  or  fur 

a  reasonable   reward  for  services  already  rendered,  the 

C^urt  will  set  such  security  aside.     Indeed,  in  the  case 

of   WcUmesley  v.  Booths  Lord  Hardwicke  suilered  the 

bond  to  stand  as  a  security  for  what  was  really  due,  and 

referred  the  amount  of  that  proper  compensation  to  the 

Master. 

Upon  looking  at  the  facts  of  this  case,  I  think  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  I  see  nothing  whatever  in  them  which 
can  in  the  least  fix  upon  Mr.  Thomas  Dalby  the  impu* 
tation  of  any  improper  conduct :  and  that  is  the  case 
even  if  we  take  the  transaction  as  really  a  stipulation  made 
by  him,  and  not  by  his  brother  on  his  behalf.  There  is 
some  little  ambiguity  in  the  evidence  as  to  this ;  but  inas- 
much as  it  was  a  stipulation  only  for  bis  benefit,  and  to 
which  I  when  his  brother  made  it^  he  clearly  assented — ^if, 
indeed,  he  did  not  originally  suggest  it — I  think  the 
reasonable  mode  of  viewing  the  case  is  to  treat  it  as  a 
stipulation  made  by  him.  It  seems  to  me,  however,  to 
be  well  made  out  that  he  had  bond  fide  claims  to  a  con- 

(«)  1  Cox,  112.  id)  9  Ves.  294. 

{h)  2  Atk.  27.  (f )  13  Ve».  138. 

(c)  2  Atk.  296. 
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1836»  siderable  amount  upon  Mr.  Cheslyn,  which  had  long  been 
pending  and  unsettled  ;  and  whicli  had  been  tlie  subject 
of  much  arrangement  between  the  parties.  It  appears 
to  me  highly  probable,  that  a  great  part  of  these  claims 
was  well  founded ;  and  that  there  was  a  moral  obligation 
at  all  events  as  to  a  great  part,  and  a  legal  obligation  as 
to  some  part  of  the  debt  binding  upon  Mr.  Cheslyn  at 
the  time  when  the  transaction  took  place. 

I  am  by  no  means  satisfied  that,  if  we  look  to  the  sub* 
stance  of  the  transaction,  and  not  merely  to  the  form  of 
it,  Mr.  Dalby  can  properly  be  considered  as  having  acted 
in  this  business  as  the  attorney  for  Mr.  Cheslyn.  It  is 
•clear  that  Mr-  Cheslyn  was  attended  and  assisted  by 
•other  persons,  bis  undoubted  attornies,  and  Thomas  Dalby 
4|ppears  to  me  to  have  acted  with  them,  rather  as  an  agent 
for  Cheslyn  the  mortgagor  in  procuring  the  money,  and 
as  the  attorney  for  the  trustees,  who  were  the  mortgagees 
lending  it.  It  is  true  that  he  has  made  charges  as  an 
attorney  in  respect  of  the  preparation  of  the  deeda,  &c*t 
and  that  in  his  bill  he  names  Mr.  Cheslyn  as  his  client. 
But  it  is  no  uncommon  practice  for  the  expence  of  such 
deeds  to  be  charged  on  the  mortgagor  by  the  attorney  for 
the  mortgagees — and  the  mere  form  of  making  out  the 
bill  to  Cheslyn,  instead  of  to  the  trustees,  when  it  was  to 
be  paid  in  any  event  by  Cheslyn,  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  be  at  all  conclusive.  Looking  therefore  at  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  and  at  all 
events  in  the  doubt  whether  Dalby  was  really  the  attorney 
for  Cheslyn  at  this  time — the  plaintiflT  having  had  the  pre- 
sence of  other  attornies  acting  for  him  and  on  his  behalf 
when  this  deed  was  executed,  and  tiiere  being  a  bond  fide 
debt  due,  for  which  alone  this  was  to  be  a  security^^I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  this  case  falls  within  those 
general  principles  so  well  laid  down  in  the  authorities  to 
which  I  have  referred,  and  to  which  I  give  my  most 
cordial  assent.     Perhaps,  indeed,  in  the  view  I  take  of 
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^hisctse,  after  the  events  which  have  since  occurred,  it         1996» 
'^    not  absolutely  necessary  for  me  to  decide  that  point. 

Supposiog  that  the  transaction  is  unimpeachable  on  the 

fiv'st  ground  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  the  question  next 

isea— what  is  now  to  be  done  between  the  parties  t 

«re»  the  arbitration  originally  agreed  on  has  by  the 

of  the  arbitrator  and  umpire  been  wholly  frustrated* 

lid  the  question  arises  whether  the  Court  can  now  enforce 

e  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  in  the  decl»« 

tion  of  trust,  by  compelling  Cheslyn  to  name  a  fresh 

feree,  or,  in  case  of  his  refusal,  by  referring  the  account 

the  Master :  and  if  so,  upon  what  terms  must  this  be 

^ne?     Here,  the  plaintiff  Cheslyn  comes  into  Equity  to 

k  relief,  and  before  he  can  obtain  that  relief,  he  must 

f  course  perform  what  the  Court  shall  deem  to  be  equit* 

,  that  is  to  say,  the  substance  of  his  agreement.  Now, 

hat  18  that !    There  is  a  recital  that  the  plaintiff  Cheslyn 

as,  upon  an  account  commencing  in  1797,  and  continued 

own  to  the  time  of  the  agreement,  indebted  to  Thomas 

-Oaliiy,  but  that  the  balance  was  not  ascertained.     It  is 

mt  provided,  that  to  the  extent  of  5000/.,  there  should 

a  lien  on  the  estates  mortgaged  for  that  balance  when 

^mscsertained.     And  then  the  deed  goes  on  to  provide  for  a 

^Kpeoal  mode  of  ascertaining  that  balance.     If  the  parties 

^saoDOt  agree  on  it,  it  is  to  be  ascertained  by  arbitration* 

iTwo  persons  are  named  to  be  the  referees,  with  power  to 

siame  an  umpire :  and  there  is  then  a  special  clause,  that 

Sn  taking  the  accounts,  such  arbitrators  and  umpire  are 

m)Qt  to  allow  the  claim  to  be  defeated  by  the  Statute  of 

Xinitations. 

Now,  I  think  this  agreement  is  composed  of  two  distinct 

^rts: — Ist,  It  is  admitted  that  there  is  some  balance  due 

to  Thcmias  Dalby ;  and  it  is  agreed  that  the  estate  is  to 

"be  subject  to  a  lien  for  that  balance.    But,  2ndly,  there  is 

also  an  agreement  as  to  a  speciBc  mode  of  ascertaining 

that  baltooe  in  case  of  dispute.    Now,  the  latter  alone  has 
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failed,  by  events  over  which  the  parties  had  no  controul. 
But  it  seems  to  me,  that  notwithstanding  this,  the  former 
part  remains  entire,  and  if  Mr.  Cheslyn  has  admitted  that 
there  is  a  balance  due,  and  lias  by  a  deed,  executed  under 
such  circumstances  as  that  it  ought  to  be  enforced,  agreed 
that  ins  estate  shall  be  subject  to  a  Hen  for  that  balance, 
why  am  I  to  decree  a  reconveyance  of  the  estate  without 
<;ompelIing  him  to  fulfil  that  part  of  his  agreement?  It 
appears  to  me  that  I  ought  not  to  do  so — and  that  in  this 
<;a8e  I  ought  to  declare  that  such  lien  exists. 

But  according  to  this  view  of  the  case,  the  special  mode 
of  ascertaining  the  balance  has  failed ;  and  the  Master 
therefore,  in  taking  the  account,  ought  to  allow  to  Mr. 
Cheslyn  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  all 
other  defences  which  could  legally  have  been  made  by 
bim  at  the  date  wlien  the  declaration  of  trust  was  ex- 
ecuted. For  the  proper  mode,  as  it  seems  to  me,  of  con- 
struing Mr.  Cheslyn*s  stipulation,  is  to  take  the  whole 
dauses  as  to  the  arbitration  together.  If  the  balance  had 
been  settled  in  the  way  proposed,  and  by  the  individuals 
named,  it  might  be  in  his  judgment  reasonable  to  give  a 
greater  latitude  to  the  discretion  of  his  selected  judges. 
But  it  would  not  be  in  accordance  nith  this  to  give  the 
same  power  to  the  Master  as  to  other  persons  not  in  the 
same  situation.  That  bargain  alone  which  the  Court 
clearly  sees  that  he  has  made,  ought  to  be  enforced. 
But  it  is  not  clear  to  me  that  this  was  more  than  an  abso- 
lute agreement  that  the  estate  should  be  bound  for  the 
true  balance,  with  a  conditional  waiver  of  the  defence  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  in  case  the  balance  was  deter- 
mined by  selected  judges. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  in  the  first  case  of  Cheslyn  r. 
Dalbtff  I  propose  to  decree  that  the  account  should  be 
referred  to  the  Master — that  he  should  take  the  accounti 
and  ascertain  the  balance  on  the  S3nd  April,  1830,  allow- 
ing all  defences  that  could  have  been  made  by  Mr.  Cheslyn 
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at  that  date;  and  that,  having  ascertained  such  balance, 
he  should  allow  interest  thereon  from  that  date  to  the 
present  time,  and  that  on  payment  of  7000/.  and  interest 
to  the  trustees,  and  also  tliis  ascertained  balance  with 
interest  to  Mr.  Thomas  Dalby,  the  trustees  should  be 
directed  to  reconvey  the  estates  to  Mr.  Cheslyn. 

I  shall  reserve  the  question  of  costs  as  to  .Mr.  Thomas 
Dalby,  till  the  report  has  been  made. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  trustees  ought  to  have  their  costs. 

The  cross  bill  I  think  should  be  dismissed,  and  with 

costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


199 


1836. 


On  this  day  the  cause  was  spoken  to  on  the  minutes.  J\W2iM 

Alderson,  B. — I  have  considered  the  point  respect- 
ing the  Statute  of  Limitations.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  defendant,  Thomas  Dalby,  ought  not  to  be  precluded 
from  contending  before  the  Court  that  he  is  not  barred  by 
the  statute;  though  I  do  not  think  he  will  ultimately  succeed 
in  that  argument.  I  think  that  the  deed  which  speaks 
of  the  balance  being  due  cannot  be  coupled  with  parol 
evidence  of  the  amount  of  the  balance ;  yet  there  arc  two 
authorities  in  which  the  question  has  arisen.  In  Dixon  v. 
Deveridge  (a).  Lord  Tenterden  thought  that  a  parol  ad- 
mission of  a  balance  being  due,  coupled  with  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  amount  of  the  balance,  would  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute.  Now,  as  the  same  learned  judge  says  in 
Dickenson  v.  Hatfield {b),  tliat  the  object  of  the  statute  was 
to  procure  that  in  writing  for  which  words  were  previously 
sufficient,  it  may  be  contended  that  a  written  admission 
may  now  be  coupled  with  parol  evidence  as  to  the  amount, 
in  the  same  way  as  a  parol  admission  was  coupled  with  parol 


(a)  2  C.  &  P.  109. 


(b)  5  C.  &  P.  46. 


aoo 
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evidence  berore  the  statute.  I  shall  therefore  leave  it  for  the 
Court  to  say,  on  a  future  occasion,  whether  the  deed  in 
question,  coupled  with  the  evidence,  has  the  eflfect  of 
placing  this  case  within  the  range  of  such  cases  aa  Dimom 
v,  Deveridge. 

Therefore  let  the  Master  find  the  amount  of  what  was  dut 
to  the  defendant,  Thomas  Dalby,  within  six  years  before  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  and  also  find  what  was  due  before 
that  time :  the  plaintiff*  on  the  one  hand  not  to  be  precluded 
from  the  benefit  of  proof  of  payment  or  of  satisfaction  to 
be  inferred  by  the  Master  from  length  of  time ;  and  the 
defendant  on  the  other  hand  not  to  be  precluded  from 
setting  up  the  deed  as  an  answer  to  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations. 


PkIOR  r.  HORNIBLOW. 


June  2Sth, 
29th. 

In  1780  the  Sarah  FREEMAN  TAWNEY,  by  her  will  dated 
lum'of  money  ^hc  19th  July,  1780,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  her  brother^ 
WM  bequeathed    Jamcs  Horniblow,  certain  leasehold  estates,  upon  trust  tc 

to  A.  for  her  '  '     "^ 

life,  and  after 
her  decease  the 
principal  to  her 
daughter  B. 
Between  1784 
and  1795  pro- 
ceedings in 
Chancery,  in 
which  A.  and  B. 
were  parties, 
were  instituted 
against  the 
executor,  and 
a  decree  for  an  ,  ,  ,  i  i       . 

account  was  ob-  to  place  the  same  out  at  interest^  and  pay  the  interest  uuti 
wM^not'^a^i*^      ^^^  ^^^^  daughter,  for  her  separate  use;  and  after  th< 

upon.     From 

that  time  till  1828,  no  application  was  made  by  B.  for  her  legacy,  ntnr  did  it  appear  ChsC  A.  ha 
of  late  years  received  her  interest.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  stated  by  the  represenutlTea  < 
the  executor,  and  from  circumstances  it  appeared  probable,  that  the  legacy  was  paid  by  the  et« 
cutor  many  years  ago  to  A.  and  B.  jointly,  or  to  one  of  them  with  the  consent  of  the  other : — Btk 
nevertheless,  that  payment  of  the  legacy  in  the  mode  suggested  could  not  be  presumed,  afleh  mod 
of  payment  being  contrary  to  the  presumed  duty  of  an  executor : — Held,  also,  that  A.  not  dyin 
till  1830,  B.*s  claim  was  not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

A  residue  bequeathed  by  will  is  clearly  within  the  provisions  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  e.  ST^s.  4< 


pay  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  her  daughter^  Elisa 
beth  Barnes,  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  and  after  th< 
death  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Barnes,  upon  certain  trusts  foi 
the  benefit  of  the  testatrix's  grand-children,  Samuel  Barnei 
and  the  plaintiff,  who  were  the  children  of  Elisabetl 
Barnes;  and  after  giving  certain  legacies,  the  testatrii 
gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  said  James  Horniblow,  hi 
executors  and  administrators,  the  sum  of  300/.  upon  trust 
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death  of  her  said  daughter  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest         1836. 
of  the  said  sum  of  300/.  as  a  further  help  and  assistance        p^ 
towards  the  support   and  bringing  up  of  her  said  grand-  •• 

children,  Samuel  Barnes  and  the  plaintiff,  until  their  re* 
spective  ages  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  the  testatrix  there- 
by gave  to  her  said  grand-children  the  said  sum  of  SOOL, 
to  be  paid  them  as  they  should  respectively  attain  such 
ages,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions ;  but  in  case  her 
said  daughter  should  survive  her  husband,  then  the 
testatrix  gave  and  bequeathed  to  her  the  sum  of  100/. 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  300/.,  to  be  paid  to  her  as  soon  as 
conveniently  might  be  after  her  said  husband's  decease » 
and  after  giving  certain  specific  bequests,  tlie  testatrix 
gave  all  the  residue  of  her  personal  estate  to  her  said 
grand-children,  to  be  equally  divided  between  them,  when 
they  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty^one  years;  and  she 
appointed  James  Horniblow  her  executor. 

The  testatrix  died  in  August,  1780,  leaving  the  several 
persons  named  in  her  will  surviving  her.  James  Horni- 
blow proved  her  will,  and  died  in  1791,  leaving  W.  T. 
Horniblow  his  executor;  and  W.  T.  Horniblow  died  in 
1828,  leaving  the  defendants  his  executors.  Samuel 
Barnes  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one,  and  died  in  the 
year  180S  intestate,  and  without  having  been  married,  and 
letters  of  administration  of  his  personal  effects  were  granted 
^  the  plaintiff.  Elizabeth  Barnes  died  in  January,  1830, 
having  survived  her  husband,  Thomas  Barnes. 

Upon  the  death  of  Thomas  Barnes,  James  Horniblow, 
tbe executor,  paid  to  the  use  of  Elizabeth  Barnes  the  sum 
or  100/.,  part  of  the  before-mentioned  sum  of  300/.>  pur- 
ittuit  to  the  directions  of  the  will :  but  the  present  bill, 
^hich  was  filed  in  June,  1835,  charged  that  neither  James 
Horniblow  nor  his  representatives  ever  paid  more  than  the 
^bove  sum  of  100/.,  or  ever  duly  accounted  £pr  the  resi* 
dtteof  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  ;  and  it  prayed  the  usual 
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1836.         accounts,  and  payment  of  what  might  be  found  due  to  the 

p  plaintiff  on  taking;  those  accounts. 

V-  Ti)e  bill  contained  a  charge,  which  was  not  supported 

by  any  evidence,  tiiat  the  interest  on  SOU/.,  being  the  re-' 
mainder  of  the  legacy  of  300/.,  after  payment  of  the  aboTe 
sum  of  100/.,  was  paid  to  Elizabeth  Barnes  by  James  Hor- 
niblow  and  his  representatives  to  the  time  of  her  death. 
The  bill  also  charged  that  in  the  year  ITS^,  some  dis- 
putes having  arisen  between  Elizabeth  Barnes  and  James 
Horniblow  concerning  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  those 
disputes  were  referred  to  arbitration,  and  that  it  was 
awarded  and  declared  that  James  Horniblow  had  in  his 
hands  the  sum  of  292L  128.,  part  of  the  said  sum  of 
300/. ;  and  that  he  should  proceed  to  get  in  the  out« 
standing  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  and  invest  the 
sair.e  upon  the  trusts  of  the  bill.  The  bill  also  charged 
admissions  both  by  James  Horniblow  and  VV.  T.  Horni- 
blow, that  they  were  respectively  accountable  for  the  said 
sum  of  292/.  I2s. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  stated,  that  they  had 
been  informed  by  their  solicitors  that  the  latter  had  cer- 
tain papers  in  their  custody,  which  were  very  voluminous, 
and  which  had  not  been  read  by  the  defendants,  whereby 
it  appeared  that  in  consequence  of  disputes  between  the 
parties,  a  bill  had  been  filed  in  178i<  by  the  plaintiff's 
family,  including  herself,  who  was  then  an  infant,  against 
Jumes  Horniblow  in  relation  to  the  will  of  the  testatrix ; 
that  that  suit  terminated  in  the  arbitration  and  award 
stated  in  the  bill ;  that  it  did  not  appear,  however,  that 
that  award  was  ever  acted  upon,  for  that  the  bill  was  af- 
terwards amended,  and  in  1792  was  revived;  and  that  in 
November,  1795,  a  decree  was  made  for  an  account  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  come  to  the  hands  of  James 
Horniblow^  with  a  reservation  of  further  directions*  The 
defendants  then  stated  that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  de- 
cree was  ever  drawn  up,  but  that  all  the  matters  of  the 
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^uit  were  referred  to  the  final  award  of  Benjamin  Johnson, 

^^Esq.,  barrister,  who  awarded  20GL  \8s.,  as  the  total  sum 

^ue  from  the  estate  of  James  Horniblow  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  then  expressed  their  belief  that  the  plain- 

'Ciff  and  her  brother  had  long  before  that  period  Attained 

^heir  full  age,  and  "  that  on  or  about  the  year  1803,  with 

^he  consent  of  all  parties  interested,  the  said  sum  of  20()7. 

ISs.  was  paid  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Barnes,  Samuel  Barnes, 

And  the  said  plaintiff,  or  to  some  or  one  of  them,  with  the 

privity  of  the  rest  of  them;  and  that  from  that  time  none 

of  those  parties  had   any  claims  or  rights  against  James 

Horniblow  or  his  estates  or  representatives.'*     The  de- 

iendants  then  alleged,  that  from  the  year  1803  till  the 

month  of  October,  1828,  when  the  plaintiff  sent  a  letter  to 

the  defendant  on  the  subject,  no  dealings  had  ever  taken 

place  between  the  plaintiff  and   her  family,  on  the  one 

part,  and  Horniblow  or  his  representatives  on  the  other, 

relative  to  the  matters  in  question.     They  submitted  that 

after  the  lapse  of  so  many   years,  all  claim  of  the  plaintiff 

under  the  will  of  the  testatrix  must  be  presumed  to  be 

satisfied  ;  they  insisted  that  the   laches  of  the  plaintiff 

was  a  bar  to  any  relief  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  and  they 

claimed  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  letter  of  October,  1828,  referred  to  in  the  answer, 
was  written  and  sent  by  the  plaintiff  apparently  without 
the  knowledge  of  her  mother,  Elizabeth  Barnes,  who  was 
then  living.  It  was  followed  by  a  letter  from  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  stating  the  plaintifTs  claim,  from  the  lan- 
guage of  which  it  was  to  be  inferred  that  Elizabeth  Barnes 
was  dead.  With  respect  to  the  award  which  the  defend- 
ants alleged  to  have  been  made  by  Johnson^  there  was 
reason  upon  the  whole  evidence  to  conjecture  that  their 
statement  was  correct,  but  they  failed  in  their  proof  of  it, 
from  inability  to  produce  the  deed  of  reference  or  arbitra- 
tion bond. 


1836. 


Prior 

V. 

Horniblow. 
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Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Teedf  for  the  plaintiff! — ^The 
defence  is,  that  the  plaintift'*s  claim  is  barred  by  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations  (a).  1  hat  cannot  be  the  case,  at  all 
events^  as  regards  the  sum  of  200/.;  because^  in  order  to 
bar  a  legacy  of  that  description,  the  statute  must  have 
run  twenty  years  after  the  right  to  receive  payment  has  ac- 
crued. Here  the  right  of  payment  did  not  accrue  till  the 
death  of  Elizabeth  Barnes,  the  tenant  for  life,  in  January, 
1830.  As  to  the  residue,  it  may  be  questioned  whether 
it  is  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  statute  does 
not  in  terms  comprehend  the  residue;  the  reason  for  which 
seems  to  be,  that  the  40th  section  of  the  statute  only  ap- 
plies to  liquidated  sums.  A  residue  requires  accounts  to 
be  taken  and  other  proceedings  to  be  had  before  it  can  be 
ascertained ;  and  supposing  it  to  have  been  ascertained 
and  agreed  upon  between  the  parties,  it  is  probable  that 
the  words  of  that  section  would  apply ;  but  here  there  is 
no  evidence  of  an  account  being  taken,  or  any  settlement 
having  taken  place.  The  utmost  extent  to  which  the  de- 
fendant could  go  in  proving  a  balance  would  be  the  proof 
of  Johnson's  award  ;  but  in  that  they  fail  altogether. 

Supposing  the  plaintiff's  claim  not  to  be  barred  by  the 
statute;  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  afiVcted  by  the  law 
as  it  stood  previously  ?  Cases  occurred  before  the  statute, 
in  which  it  was  discussed  whether  certain  legacies  could 
fairly  be  presumed  to  have  been  settled  after  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years.  A  point  of  that  nature  came  before  Lord 
Brougham,  in  Campbell  v.  Graham  (6),  in  which  his  lord- 
ship's judgment,  reversing  that  of  Sir  John  Leach,  was 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.  His  lordship  held^  that 
where  there  are  no  circumstances  to  rebut  that  presump- 
tion, it  would  be  in  favour  of  the  legacy  being  satisfied ; 
and,  in  the  case  before  him,  he  thought  the  presumption 
was  not  rebutted.     The  present  is  directly  the  reverse  of 


(fl)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  29. 


(6)  1  Russ.  &  M.  453. 
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that  case.     Can  there  be  any  circumstances  stronger  than         1836. 
there  are  here,  with  reference  to  such  a  presumption?      ^T^" 
The  same  parties  who  were  entitled  to  the  residue,  were  «• 

entitled  to  the  legacy  of  SOD/.  That  has  never  been  paid 
to  them,  or  invested  for  their  benefit.  If  so,  it  follows 
almost  of  course  that  the  residue  never  was  accounted 
for. 

Mn  Temple  and  Mr.  J.  Russell,  for  the  defendants,  were 
directed  by  the  Court  to  confine  themselves  to  the  question 
as  to  the  2001. — The  adjudication  of  this  matter  in  1795, 
disposes   of  the  present  suit.     The  Court  then^  at  the 
•oit  of  the  same  plaintiff,  and  between  parties  representing 
the  same  interests,  made  the  same  decree  as  is  now  sought 
for.     Since  that  time  the  plaintiff  has  taken  no  steps  to 
enforce  her  rights.     Parties  who  lie  by  for  thirty  or  forty 
years  have  no  right  to  expect  strict  evidence  to  rebut  their 
claims.    [Alderson^  B. — If  you  could  shew  that  the  legacy 
was  payable  thirty  years  ago,  there  would  be  much  in  your 
argument.     But  you  do  not  shew  that  the  legacy  was  pay- 
able till  18S0.]     There  was  an  arrangement  in  1803   or 
1804,  which  completely  established  the  right  of  all  par- 
ties.    The  plaintiff  was  of  age,  and  might  have  enforced 
the  award  as  much  as  the  tenant  for  life  might  have  done, 
and  had  a  greater  interest  in  so  doing.     Yet  it  is  an  un- 
disputed fact,  that  no  claim  was  ever  made  by  her  till 
18S8.     She  had  an  immediate  interest  in  a  sum  which,  in 
her  circumstances,  was  considerable ;  she  had  also  the  be- 
nefit of  an  impending  suit,  and  yet  not  one  step  was  taken 
by  her  for  the  space  of  thirty  years.     At  the  end  of  that 
period^  the  plaintiff  makes  a  claim  by  letter;  at  the  same 
time  suggesting  what  she  must  have  known  to  be  false — 
namely,  that  her  mother  was  dead.     Upon   the  whole, 
there  is  sufficient  evidence  from  which  to  presume  that 
tbe  whole  claim  as  to  the  legacy  was  disciiarged  in  1803  or 
1804.     The  plaintiff  was  a  party  to  the  former  suit.     In 
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1836.         the  decree  in  that  suit,    there  would   have  been   a  di- 
^T""     "       rection  for  payment  to  the  mother  during  her  life,  with 
V.  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  apply.     She  had  a  present  im- 

mediate right  to  call  upon  the  executor  to  have  the  money 
invested.  That  is  clear  also  from  the  award.  ZAUersom, 
B. — You  have  not  got  the  award.  Besides^  suppose  it  to 
have  been  awarded  that  the  money  ought  to  have  been 
invested  and  paid  to  certain  parties — what  right  have  you 
to  say  that  the  party  paid  was  the  present  plaintiff?}  If 
she  duly  enforced  her  rights  in  that  proceeding,  the  sum 
would  have  been  secured  to  her.  Though  her  enjoy- 
ment was  future,  her  right  to  relief  was  immediate.  In 
Jones  v.  TurberviUe  (a),  there  were  strong  circumstances 
to  rebut  the  presumption  of  payment  of  a  legacy,  yet  pay- 
ment was  presumed. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. 

Alderson,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  case  presents 
no  difficulty  as  to  the  question  of  residue.  It  is  clear  that 
residuary  property  is  within  the  act,  and  I  think  also 
within  tiie  known  rules  relating  to  present  right  of  payment; 
because  tiie  party  had  an  opportunity,  as  far  back  as  the 
year  1800,  or  soon  afterwards,  of  ascertaining  what  was 
the  clear  residue,  and  requiring  payment  of  the  amount. 
The  act  says,  that  all  suits  for  legacies  must  be  instituted 
within  20  years  next  after  a  present  right  to  receive  the 
same  shall  have  accrued  to  the  party  capable  of  giving  a 
release  for  the  same.  Here  the  present  right  to  receive 
the  residue  accrued  thirty  years  ago ;  at  all  events,  it  is 
not  contended  that  any  suit  was  necessary  to  ascertain  it. 
The  plaintiff's  claim  therefore  is  barred  as  to  the  residue. 
The  legacy  of  i200L  stands  on  a  different  foundation,  and 
I  will  look  into  the  cases  upon  that  subject.  My  present 
impression  i.^,  that  witli  respect  to  that,  the  party  is  entitled 
to  an  account. 

(a)  2Vei.  11. 


HORNIBLOW. 

June  29M. 
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Aldersom,  B. — ^I  have  considered  the  question  as  to  the         1^36. 

i^gacy  of  SOOiL,  and  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that       ^T"''^^ 
,  .  ,  Prior 

"mjpon  that  point  I  ought  to  make  a  decree  for  the  plaintiflT.     _     v, 
Jlc  is  clear  that  as  there  was  no  present  right  in  the  plain- 
^ff  to  receive  that  money  before  the  year  1830,  when  the 
other  of  Mrs*  Prior  died,  there  can  be  no  ground  for  con- 
the  plaintiff's  claim  in  that  respect  as  within  the 
'40th  section  of  the  act.     It  is  said,  however,  on  behalf  of 
^be  defendants,  that  I  ought  to  presume  payment  of  the 
legacy  in  question ;  and  the  ground  on  which  that  opinion  is 
sought  to  be  supported  principally  consists  of  a  proceeding 
so  long  back  as  1795,  when  a  previous  suit  not  having  suc- 
^seeded,  and  recourse  having  been  then  had  to  a  reference 
^hich  was  not  acted  upon,  the  parties  were  advised  to  insti- 
tute a  fresh  suit  for  securing  the  benefit  of  the  will  to  Mrs. 
Prior  and  her  two  children.     There  was  a  decree  in  that 
suit,  and  the  parties  to  that  decree  might  have  acted  un- 
der it  for  the  purpose  of  causing  the  money  in  the  hands 
of  the  then  executor  to  be  paid  into  court,  so  as  to  be  put 
out  to  interest,  the  interest  being  paid  to  the  mother  for 
lier  life;  and  her  two  children  after  the  expiration  of  her 
life  interest  receiving  the  200/.    From  that  time,  however, 
to  the  present,  there  is  an  absence  of  all  legitimate  evidence 
on  the  subject.     What  presumption  then  can  be  drawn 
from  the  apparent  acquiescence  of  the  parties  since  the 
year  1795?     From  the  mere  lapse  of  time  the  only  pre- 
sumption that  can  be  drawn  is  this — that  what  ought  to 
have  been  done  at  the  commencement  of  the  period  has 
been  done  at  the  end.     But  no  other  conclusion  can  be 
drawn  than  that     The  defendants  insist  that  payment  of 
this  legacy  may  be  presumed ;  but  you  cannot  draw  that  pre- 
sumption from  mere  length  of  time,  because  such  payment 
is  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  transactions.     When  the 
parties  came  of  age  in  1801  or  1802,  it  was  open  to  them  to 
make  an  arrangement  with  the  executor  which  might  be 
contrary  to  the  presumed  duty  of  the  latter  as  executor. 
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9. 
HORNIBLOV. 


Thej  might  baTe  said — pay  us  now  what  we  are  entitled  to 
in  futuro— we  are  competeDt  to  give  you  a  release.  That, 
however^  is  not  to  be  presumed,  but  prored.  It  must  be 
presumed,  not  that  the  executor  has  not  followed  the  <»- 
dinary  course  of  his  duty,  but  the  contrary.  Here,  if  the 
legacy  in  question  was  paid  by  the  executor,  it  was  not 
paid  in  the  regular  course  of  his  duty — because  it  could 
not  be  so  paid  till  183(X  If  what  is  suggested  has  been 
really  done  or  might  be  supposed  from  the  documents  to 
baTe  been  done,  and  the  executor  has  done  it  without  tak- 
ing proper  proof  of  it,  he  has  nobody  but  himself  to  blamew 
The  decree  as  to  the  200L  must  be  for  tbe  plaintiff. 


Decree  accordingly. 


June  \Sth. 

Where  occu- 
piers file  a  bill 
against  a  party 
to  establish  a 
modus,  pending 
a  suit  instituted 
against  them 
by  the  same 
party  for  the 
tithes,  it  is  not 
necessary  for 
them,  in  sup- 
port of  their 
bill,  to  have 
the  defendant's 
admission  oi 
their  occupa- 
tion. 


Fisher  r.  Arlett. 

A  BILL  had  been  filed  against  the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit 
for  an  account  and  satisfaction  of  tithes  for  lands  which 
were  in  their  occupation  in  April,  1826.  To  that  bill  the 
defendants  pleaded  various  moduses,  and  eight  years  after- 
wards filed  the  present  bill  to  establish  those  moduses. 
The  defendant,  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  bill,  not  having 
by  his  answer  either  admitted  or  denied  the  occupation  oF^ 
Harrison,  one  of  the  present  plaintiffs,  an  exception  waa 
taken  to  his  answer  on  that  ground. 

Mr.  Walker^  for  the  exception,  contended  that  there 
must  be  an  admission  of  occupation  by  Harrison  subsequent 
to  April,  1836;  otherwise,  Harrison  would  have  no  title 
to  sue.  A  stranger  cannot  sue  jointly  with  parties  en— 
titled :  Makepeace  v.  Haythome  (o).  If  the  other  partiop- 
die,  there  is  no  admisi^ion  authorizing  Harrison  to  carrjr 
OR  the  suit. 


(<i)  4  Russ.  244. 
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Mr.  Dmckmorthf  contra,  said  that  as  this  was  a  cross 
IjSI,  there  was  nothing  in  the  objectioD ;  and  be  cited  AB^. 
JPLhUSH. 

Mr.  Walker^  in  reply>  contended  that  Lord  Redesdmle 
<xdy  referred  to  the  case  where  the  original  and  cross  suit 
^same  oo  together  for  hearing :  here  it  was  uncertain  whe- 
'^Juar  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  suit  would  ever  bring  it 
^oa 


1836. 

T 

Fisher 

V, 
AjtLKTT. 


Pbr  Cubiaml-— Ik  most  be  considered  as  a  cross  suiL. 


Exception  overruled. 


HUMBBRSTONE  V.  ChASE.  7,^^  ^^^^^ 

SaEIAH  GAUTHORPE,  by  her  will,  dated  in  August,  s.  made  m  .pe- 
3818,  bequeathed  2200/.  51.  per  cent,  annuities,  standhig  Jjf/diXnds^'of 
3n  her  name,  in  the  following  manner;  namely^  the  divi-  ceruin  stock  to 
^snds  of  600/.,  part  of  that  stock,  to  William  Chase  and  for  their  lives; 
Eliiabeth  his  wife,  for  their  joint  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  i^fter^tl^l'ase 
aurvivor  of  them ;  and  after  their  deaths  the  principal  to  ^i  \^®  sunrivor 

*^  *^  of  them,  to  go 

soch  of  their  children  as  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-  to  such  of  their 
one,  or  marry ;  if  none  shouU  attain  that  age  or  marry,  the  shouidattain2i; 
principal  to  sink  into  the  residue.     And  the  testatrix  de-  ^f  tulTh  dlu"^^ 
dated,  that  in  case  Willtaok  Chase  should  incumber  his  dren,  to  sink 

into  the  residue. 
Upon  the  death 
of  the  testatrix, 
the  TMioot  beqtwfts  of  the  will  were  appropriated  to  the  respective  legateeas  and  W.  regularly 
received  his  ^vidends,  the  principal  stock  still  standing  in  the  name  of  the  testatrix.  Afterwards, 
the  infe  of  W.  died,  leaving  one  child  by  W.  In  consequence  of  this  event,  the  executrix  of  S., 
collodiiif  wilii  W.  and  other  interested  parties^  applied  to  the  Bank  of  England  to  have  part  of  the 
stodE  transferred  to  the  residuary  legatee,  upon  the  representation  that  there  was  no  child  of  W. 
The  Bank  contented  to  the  transfer,  but  took  a  bond  of  indemnity,  containing  recitals  from  which 
it  appeared  that  they  had  notice  of  the  will,  and  of  the  appropriation  of  the  legacies.  The  stock 
in  question  was  transferred  to  the  residuary  legatee,  and  ultimately  sold  out: — Held,  that  the 
Bank  wen  not  liable  for  the  misapplication  of  the  stock. 

The  Bank  stands  in  relation  to  stock  as  a  depositary  of  goods  in  relation  to  the  goods.  The 
Btakftbercfeie,  can  only  be  made  rcfponsible  for  a  transfiBr  of  stock  after  distinct  notice  given  to 
tiiem  oi  an  existing  claim  upon  the  stock. 

AMiMigli  the  Bank  are  bound  to  allow  the  transfer  to  or  by  the  executor  of  stock  specifically 
^tqpaatlicd*.  if  the  executor  has  not  assented  to  the  legacy,  yet  it  docs  not  follow  that,  if  he  has 
HMnted  to  the  legacy,  the  Bank  arc  bound  to  transfer  it  to  the  legatee. 

p2 


210  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1836.         share  of  the  dividends,  his  life  interest  should  become 
HuMBERs  o      forfeited,  and  go  to  his  children ;  and  in  default  of  such 
V-  children,  should  sink  into  the  residue.    The  testatrix  then 

bequeathed  400/.,  other  part  of  the  above-mentioned  stock, 
to  George  Henry  Chase,  to  be  paid  to  him  at  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years ;  in  default  of  his  attaining  that  age^such 
stock  to  sink  into  the  residue.  She  then  bequeathed  the 
dividends  of  1200/.,  being  the  remainder  of  the  above- 
mentioned  stock,  to  Margaret  Chase  for  her  Ufe,  and  after 
her  death,  in  equal  moieties  to  Sarah  Hole  and  Margaret 
Humberstone,  the  two  daughters  of  Margaret  Chase,  for 
their  respective  lives ;  after  their  deaths  the  principal  to 
go  to  such  of  their  children  respectively  as  should  attain 
twenty-one  or  marry ;  and  in  default  of  children  attiuning 
that  age  or  marrying,  to  sink  into  the  residue.  The  testa- 
trix bequeathed  the  residue  of  her  property  to  Sarah  Hole 
and  Margaret  Humberstone  in  equal  moieties,  and  ap- 
pointed Margaret  Chase  her  executrix. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1819,  and  Margaret  Chase  proved 
the  will,  but  the  stock,  with  the  exception  of  such  parts 
as  were  sold  out,  remained,  during  the  life  of  Margaret 
Chase,  in  the  name  of  the  testatrix.  Margaret  Chase 
finding  the  property  of  the  deceased,  independently  of  the 
stock,  to  be  insufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and 
funeral  expenses,  sold  out  stock  to  the  amount  of  about 
SOO/.,  which  occasioned  a  proportionate  reduction  of  the 
several  legacies.  Some  time  between  this  period  and  the 
transaction  about  to  be  mentioned,  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of 
William  Chase,  died,  leaving  her  husband  and  one  child 
of  their  marriage,  Margaret  Ellen  Chase,  surriving  her. 

In  October,  1828,  application  was  made  to  the  Bank 
to  permit  the  transfer  of  a  moiety  of  the  stock  from  which 
William  Chase  received  his  dividends.  The  parties  to 
this  application  were  Margaret  Chase,  William  Chase, 
Sarah  Hole,  and  John  Hole,  the  husband  of  Sarah  Hole. 
Upon  this  occasion  it  was  represented  to  the  Bank,  diat: 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  ^1 1 

William  and  Elizabeth  Chaise  were  entitled  to  the  divi-         1836. 
^ends  of  this  stock  for  their  lives,  and  that  upon  their  humberstoni 
death,  without  leaving  issue,  one  moiety  of  the  principal  «• 

would  go  to  Sarah  Hole  as  part  of  the  residue;  that 
Elizabeth  Chase  had  died  without  leaving  issue;  that, 
therefore,  William  Chase  became  entitled  to  the  dividends 
until  forfeiture ;  and  that,  consequently,  subject  to  his  in- 
terest, Sarah  Hole  was  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  prin- 
cipal. 

In  consequence  of  this  representation,  the  Bank  per- 
mitted the  transfer,  and  one  moiety  of  the  stock  in  ques- 
tion was  accordingly  transferred  from  the  name  of  the 
testatrix  into  that  of  Sarah  Hole,  who  afterwards  sold 
out  that  stock.  The  Bank,  however,  made  it  a  condition 
of  such  transfer,  that  the  parties  applying  should  execute 
a  bond  of  indemnity,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  Bank 
harmless,  in  case  it  should  ever  appear  that  the  stock  had 
been  improperly  transferred.  Those  parties,  and  others 
as  their  sureties,  accordingly  executed  a  bond  of  that 
nature,  which,  in  addition  to  the  circumstances  imme- 
diately calling  for  its  execution,  recited  the  will,  the  re- 
duction of  the  legacies  by  the  sale  of  stock  for  raising  the 
SO(UL,  and  the  subsequent  receipt  of  dividends  by  William 
Chase. 

Margaret  Chase  died  in  18^,  and  Sarah  Hole  took  out 
letters  of  administration  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testatrix,  and  obtained  a  transfer  of  the  whole  of  the  stock 
comprised  in  the  will  in  her  own  name.  The  personal  re- 
presentative of  Margaret  Chase  was  not  before  the  Court. 

A  decree  having  been  made  in  this  suit,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  transaction  with  the  Bank,  and  upon  the  sup- 
position that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  consisted 
of  other  property  besides  the  above-mentioned  stock,  the 
parties  aggrieved  filed  their  supplemental  bill,  and  pre- 
sented their  petition  of  rehearing,  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing the  decree  rectified  so  as  to  secure  tu  them  their  rights 
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1836.        under  the  will ;  and  tlie  principal  qaestion  upon  tbe  hear- 
H  MBER8TOMB  *"8  ^^  ^^^  ^'^  ^^^  pctition  wa8,  whether,  in  the  event  of 
o-  the  stock  which  had  been  improperly  sold  out  not  being 

otherwise  replaced^  the  Bank  was  liable  to  replace  it. 

Mr.  Temple,  and  Mr.  Kenyan  Parker,  for  the  petition. — 
No  doubt  the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  a  decree  against 
Sarah  Hole ;  but  as  the  state  of  her  circumstances  renders 
that  proceeding  useless,  the  question  is,  whether  the  Bank 
is  liable.  If  the  form  of  tbe  bond  were  such  that  the 
petitioners  could  get  liberty  to  sue  in  the  Bank's  name* 
they  would  not  ask  to  sue  the  Bank,  because  then  tbey 
would  go  against  the  sureties.  But  this  is  only  an  under- 
taking to  indemnify  the  Bank  for  any  money  they  may 
actually  pay.  It  will  be  said,  that  it  was  an  unnecessary 
proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  Bank  to  take  the  indemnity; 
that  it  was  only  waste  paper ;  that  the  executrix  had  a 
right  to  sell  the  stock ;  and  that ,  on  the  authority  otFranilim 
V.  Bank  of  England(a),  the  Bank  could  not  prevent  tbe  sale. 
That  case,  however,  does  not  decide  that  the  executor 
has  a  general  right  to  transfer  atock  into  his  own  name, 
but  only  when  he  had  not  assented  to  the  legacies.  In 
that  case  there  waa  no  evidence  of  assent.  Here,  the  bond 
is  evidence  both  of  the  assent  of  the  executrix,  and  that 
the  Bank  had  notice  of  it;  for  it  recites  the  will,  and  that 
the  legacies  had  been  reduced,  and  that  William  Chase 
had  received  his  dividends :  which  could  only  have  been 
by  assent  of  the  executrix. 

But,  independently  of  the  question  of  assent,  the  Bank 
have  taken  upon  themselves  the  management  of  the  stock. 
If  the  deed  had  been  merely  improper,  however  wrong 
the  executrix  was,  the  Bank  might  have  stood  clear.  But 
here  they  rely  upon  a  deed  containing  a  false  recital,  and 
have  altogether  so  mixed  themselves  up  in  the  transaction, 

(a)  9B.  &C.  156;  4M.&R.  11. 
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as  to  be  ooDcliided  from  saying  that  they  are  not  respon-         1836. 
sibie  for  tlie  misapplication  of  this  fund.     Having  gone   nu„BEng^oN» 
out  of  their  way  to  join  in  this  transaction,  with  a  fuH  «'* 

•  ...  CUASE. 

knowledge  of  its  impropriety  and  irregularity,  they  hare 
no  right  to  complain  of  any  hardship  in  being  compelled 
to  make  good  the  deficiency.  Besides,  in  the  first  in- 
staaoe,  they  will  only  be  put  to  the  trouble  of  putting  the 
bond  ia  suit  agunst  die  sureties ;  though,  if  the  sureties 
are  insolvent,  the  Bank  must  pay.  The  circumstance, 
that  the  personal  representative  of  Margaret  Chase  is  not 
before  the  Court,  is  immaterial.  This  is  not  a  case  in 
which  the  Court  will  compel  us  to  take  out  administration ; 
besides,  when  several  trustees  are  involved  in  one  com- 
mon breach  of  trust,  a  oe%i%A  que  trusty  suffering  from  tiiat 
breach,  and  not  being  party  to  it,  may  proceed  against  all 
or  any  of  the  trustees ;  Walker  v.  Symonds  (a).  [The 
LMd  Chief  Baron. — Is  the  Bank  in  this  case  a  trustee? 
or  is  there  any  case  which  goes  the  length  of  deciding 
tbat  a  trustee,  acting  bond  Jide^  shall  be  answerable  for 
the  acts  of  his  co-trustee  ?  No  doubt,  any  one  of  several 
parties  who  are  implicated  in  a  joint  breach  of  trust,  may 
be  made  answerable  for  the  default  of  the  others,  though 
the  others  are  not  before  the  Court.  Another  rule  is, 
that  where  trust  money  is  in  the  hands  of  a  person  who 
bti  notice  of  a  claim  upon  it,  if  he  parts  with  it  he  may 
bt  made  liable  for  the  breach  of  trust.  But  you  cannot 
>ay  that  the  Bank  had  notice  that  there  was  a  party  who 
^  t  claim  up<m  this  fund.  If  the  Bank  had  been  in- 
tinned  there  was  fifucfa  a  party,  it  might  have  been  other- 
^^]  The  Bank  had  not  notice  of  tlie  existence  of  the 
individual,  but  they  had  notice  that  the  money  was  not 
payable  while  there  was  a  child.  Therefore  they  paid  it 
^  at  their  own  peril,  without  ascertaining  whether  there 
^^  a  child  or  not. 

{u)  3  Swan8t.  75;  seel  M.  &  K.  lb. 
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1836.  Mr.  Phillimore,  for  the  Bank.— The  person  who  com- 

UuMBERSTONB  "™>^^®<^  ^^^  breacH  of  trust  in  this  case,  was  the  execatrix. 
'•  She  was  the  proper  party  to  transfer  the  stock.    Thp  Bank 

was  not  bound  to  make  any  inquiries  on  the  subjectt  and 
are  not  answerable  for  her  acts.    She  or  her  representative 
ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  this  suit ;  for  the  Bank 
had  a  right  to  resort  to  the  executrix  as  well  as  to  the 
sureties.    Was  there  any  appropriation  of  this  stock  !    IF 
there  was,  the  plaintiff  has  no  interest     If  there  was  not, 
the  Bank  could -not  prevent  the  executrix  from  selling. 
The  bond  can  make  no  difference.     [The  Lord  Chiefs 
Baron. — The  plaintiff  uses  the  bond  as  notice].     Admit* 
ting  it  to  be  so^  the  Bank  is  not  bound  to  take  cognisance 
of  the  trust.     The  case  of  Franklin  v.  Bank  of  Engkukf 
decides,  that  unless  there  be  an  assent  by  theexecutor,  the^ 
Bank  cannot  refuse  the  transfer ;  but  it  does  not  therefore 
follow,  that  if  there  be  an  assent^  the  Bank  is  bound  im 
transfer  to  the  legatee. 

Mr.  Girdlestonef  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Temple,  in  reply. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  am  of  opinion  that  upon 
neither  of  the  grounds  that  have  been  urged  is  the  Bank 
liable.  I  think,  upon  the  grounds  taken  by  Mr.  Phillimoret 
no  decree  can  be  had  against  the  Bank.  The  case  where 
there  are  several  trustees,  and  one  is  made  answerable  for 
the  acts  of  the  others,  is  not  analogous  to  this.  If  the 
Bank  are  trustees,  they  are  not  joint  trustees  with  other 
persons ;  although  in  some  cases  they  have  been  called 
trustees,  as  having  had  notice  of  a  trust.  They  are  not, 
however^  essentially  trustees.  If  it  were  so,  courts  of  law 
would  be  called  upon  to  take  notice  of  trustees.  The 
word,  as  applied  to  them,  is  only  used  to  express  a  sort  of 
analogy  ;  courts  of  equity  calling  a  party  a  trustee  under 
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tnutances  arising  out  of  his  own  conduct.     In  such  a         1836. 
»  a  party  may  be  a  trustee  in  many  different  ways  ;  „       " 

^         ^  ''  ''  "^      »     HUMBERSTONE 

:hat  consideration  does  not  arise  here  as  applied  to  the  o. 

u  Here  the  party  who  committed  the  wrong  was  the 
atrixj  and  I  am  inclined  to  say  her  representative  ought 
ipear^  and  be  a  party  to  the  suit^  on  the  ground  that 
le  persons  ought  to  be  made  parties  who  are  primarily 

It,  passing  that  by,  let  us  meet  the  subject  upon  the 
1  ground.  Upon  that^  I  am  strongly^of  opinion  that 
Sank  is  not  liable.  The  Bank  does  not  profess  to 
money  in  trust  for  any  body.     There  is  nothing  in 

act  or  charter  constituting  them  trustees  for  that 
ose.  If  the  Bank  voluntarily  enters  in  its  own  books 
latee's  account^  it  may,  under  certain  circumstances, 
me  liable  for  the  obligation  of  those  trusts.  But  the 
c  is  merely  a  public  servant,  and  is  generally  under 
obligation  to  transfer  the  fund  to  the  person  in 
D  it  is  vested.  Therefore,  unless  the  Bank  choose  to 
▼e  themselves  in  any  transaction,  there  is  nothing  to 
icate  them.  The  only  way  in  which  they  can  be 
ted  is,  by  giving  them  distinct  notice  of  a  liability  to 
h  the  stock  is  made  subject.  That  happens  by  a 
>eding  from  this  Court  or  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
e  you  have  a  sort  of  lien  placed  upon  the  stock,  so  as 
event  the  transfer  of  it  Now  that  might  operate  to 
irejudice  of  the  Bank,  if  they  set  themselves  in  oppo- 
\  to  such  a  proceeding,  but  still  they  would  not  be 
see  on  that  account.  Then  here,  the  Bank  having 
informed  that  there  was  no  trust,  nevertheless  thought 
tt  to  take  a  bond  of  indemnity ;  but  how  does  that 
\  them  trustees  ?  It  is  argued  that  in  the  present  case 
^anktook  upon  itself  the  trust,  in  not  ascertaining  that 
\  were  no  children  entitled  to  share  the  fund  in  ques- 

But  that  argument  carries  one  a  very  great  length. 
Q  say  there  may  be  a  possibility  of  the  existence  of  a 


Chase. 
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1836.         person  entitled  to  the  fund,  and  that  the  Bank  is  boiuid 
to  ascertain  the  negative,  it  will  follow  that  the  Bank  is 
9.  in  no  case  justified  in  allowing  the  executor  to  transfer  any 

thing.     Unless  it  bad  notice  of  every  thing  being  clear, 
which  can  only  be  by  decree  of  the  Court,  it  could  not  act 
The  consequence  would  be»  that  you  could  never  transfer 
any  thing  till  a  suit  was  instituted  in  a  court  of  equity  to 
administer  the  estate,  or  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  exe- 
cutor had  advertised  for  the  several  parties  daiming  to  b& 
entitled,  to  come  in  and  prove  their  claims*     Where  is  the 
difference  between  that  case  and  this  ?    Here  the  notice 
is,  not  that  the  stock  is  liable  to  a  certain  trust,  but  that 
the  trust  is  at  an  end.     Is  the  Bank  then  to  be  responsble 
if  that  notice  turns  out  fallacious  ?  If  the  Bank  is  liable  at 
all,  it  is  only,  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  depositary,  froia 
notice  that  the  person  in  whose  name  it  stands  was  not  the 
real  owner.     Thus,  in  the  case  of  a  wharfinger,  if  he  had 
notice  that  A.  B.  had  obtained  certun  goods  by  fraud,  and 
after  such  notice  he  shipped  those  goods,  the  owner  m^ght 
bring  trover  for  them  against  the  wharfinger ;  and  it  is  a 
common  question  at  Nisi  Prius  whether  the  wharfinger  had 
not  notice,  and  whether  he  was  not  therefore  bound  by  the 
consequences.     So  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  shares  in  the 
London  Dock,  and  notice  given  by  the  vendor  or  other 
party  interested,  not  to  transfer  the  shares,  the  Dod^ 
.  Company  are  answerable,  if  after  that  notice  they  DMke 
the  transfer.     This  is  the  utmost  length  to  which  you  could 
press  the  Bank.     They  had,  in  this  case,  no  notice  of  a 
specific  trust,  but  just  the  contrary — that  there  was  no 
trust.    I  do  not  think  the  bond  makes  any  difference.    It 
amounts  only  to  a  notice  that  there  was  a  trust,  and  that 
the  trust  is  at  an  end.     I  think,  therefore,  on  these  grounds, 
that  the  bill  must  be  dbmissed  as  to 'the  Bank. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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Calvert  r.  Day.  June  \7th, 

HIS  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  two  of  the  defend-  A  plaintiff  who 
wXSy  that  the  plain tifisj  or  one  of  them,  might  give  secu-  descripUon  in 
ty  for  costs ;  or  that  the  bill  might  stand  dismissed.  The  ||;*c^*"f';^^^* 
laintiff,  J*  Calvert^  had  described  himself  in  the  bill  as  <)«"<:«>  ^iii  ^e 

made  to  give 

Cross-Street,  Canal  Basin^  City-road|  yeoman,  whereas  aecurity  for 
\L  appeared  that  be  lived,  when  at  home,  at  Gibraltar-  ^m  the  nature 
street.  Liverpool,  but  that  beixuc  a  hawker  and  pedlar  he  f^^J'  ^^^^*  . 

^  ^  "^  he  has  no  re«i- 

liad  no  fixed  place  of  abode.  The  defendants,  who  made  dence. 
this  motion,  and  who  resided  at  Kingston-upon-Hull,  had 
obtuned  two  orders  for  time  to  answer,  namely,  on  the 
7th  of  April  and  the  31st  of  May;  but  they  did  not  re- 
ceive information  of  the  misdescription  of  the  plaintijST  till 
tlie  latter  end  of  May.  On  the  31st  of  that  month  inqui- 
ries were  made  at  Cross-street,  and  it  was  satisfactorily 
ascertained  that  do  person  answering  to  the  description  of 
the  plaintiff  had  been  known  to  live  there. 

Mr.  Dixon,  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  Fowler's 
Practice  (a),  Sandys  ▼•  Long  (6),  Mason  v.  PolhiU  (c), 
MelioruccAjf  v.  Meliorucchy  ((/),  and  Oliva  v.  Johnson  {e)* 
Aod  he  observed,  that  the  party  being  a  hawker  and 
pedlar  was  in  itself  a  sufficient  reason  for  ordering  him  to 
give  security  for  costs. 

Mr.  Tamiyn,  contr&,  contended  that  the  application 
cune  too  late,  and  cited  Adams  v.  Broum  (/),  and 
Afunu  (g)*  It  is  not  the  practice  to  require  security  for 
costs  for  a  false  description,  except  under  very  strong 
circumstances.     Here  it  was  impossible  to  give  a  true  de- 

(a)  2  FowL  Pr.  311.  (e)  5  B.  &  A.  908. 

(b)  2  M.  &  K.  487.  (/)  9  Bing.  81. 

(c)  1  Cromp.  &  Mees.  620.  (g)  10  Ves.  287- 
(i)  2  Ves.  seo.  24. 


S18  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

]836.        scriptioni  because  it  was  impossible  to  state  what  w 
the  residence  of  the  party.     Besides,  the  motion  is  i 
V.  regular  in  form.     An  order  cannot  be  made  in  the  altera 

native ;  either  that  security  may  be  given,  or  the  bQI  di 
missed. 

The  Lord  Chief  BaroHi  after  observing  on  the 
ference  of  practice  in  courts  of  equity  and  courts  of  bt.'^r 
upon  this  pointy  said :  It  appears  clearly  that  there  is    m 
misdescription  of  this  plaintiff's  residence,  and  the  only 
reason  given  for  it  is,  that  he  had  no  residence.     Bot  if  «o 
attorney  get  a  hawker  and  pedlar  to  be  made  phiintiff,  he 
ought  to  give  security  for  costs.    The  motion,  howefer, 
cannot  be  strictly  complied  with,  for  there  is  no  reason  to 
ask  for  the  dbmission  of  the  bill.    All  I  can  do  b  to  stiy 
proceedings  till  security  for  costs  be  found. 

Order  accordingly. 


Nov,  10th.  CULVERHOUSE  r.  ALEXANDER. 

The  biU  charged  XhE  bill  alleged  that,  in  April  1835,  the  plaintiffi, 

tliat  the  defen-  _^_         •^•«  i.  ..  •«!• 

dants  had  given  partners  in  trade,  entered  into  a  composition  with  tbdr 
fiTrr^Siii  c'^d^tors  at  2*.  6d.  in  the  pound ;  and,  thereupon,  the 
of  exchange,  of  creditors  exccutcd  to  them  a  deed  of  release.  That  N.  A. 

which  they  were   ^i-  ,  ,  i»^i.  i         «^  % 

the  holders,  but  Caiisher,  ou  the  part  of  Calisher  &  Co.,  who  were  amongst 
nwre /^/Ter  ^^^  Creditors,  executed  the  deed ;  but  that  previously  to 
opt  for  the        gueh  executiou  there  was  a  private  stipulafion  between 

piainUQs;  and         ,  ,     ,  "^  * 

so  it  would  him  and  the  plaintiffs,  that  as  a  further  consideration  for 
del^ndanu  ^  ^^  release,  Calisher  and  Co.  should  have  an  additional 
Tnd^^t'^fwh*'    sum  of  25L  10#.,  to  be  secured  by  the  plaintiff's  accept- 

the  circum-  aucc ;  that  accordingly  N.  A.  Calisher  drew  a  bill  of  ex- 
stances  nnder  iii«».i 

which,  and  the    change  for  that  amount  on  the  plaintiffs,  which  niey 

consideration 

for  which,  the 

bill  was  endorsed  to  them.     The  defendants  answered  the  particular  cbafgcs  as  to  die  dicni- 

siances,  consideration,  &c.,  but  omitted  to  answer  the  general  charge  as  to  their  being  trwtcfli:— 

Jitid,  that  the  answer  was  insufBdenL 
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pted  upon  the  express  understanding  that  this  security         1836. 
as  only  to  be  held  as  an  acknowledgment,  and  not  to  be  cui.vbhhoo8e 


(gotiated;    that,   contrary  to  this  understanding,    Ca*  «• 

lisber  &  Co.  endorsed  the  bill  to  the  defendants,  who 
liad  brought  their  action  against  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
amount. 

The  bill,  which  was  for  a  discovery  and  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  proceedings  at  law,  charged  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  acceptance  of  the  plaintiffs  was  void, 
and  a  fraud  upon  the  other  creditors ;  that  the  defendants 
receiyed  the  bill  in  question  after  it  }iad  become  due  and 
payable ;  that  they  paid  no  consideration  for  it,  and  that 
they  were  .merely  trustees  for  Calisher  &  Co.  for  the 
amount  to  be  recovered  upon  it ;  and  so  it  would  appear 
if  the  defendants  would  discover  and  set  forth  the  circum- 
stances under  which,  and  the  consideration  for  which,  the 
phdntiffs  accepted  the  said  bill,  &c 

The  defendants,  by  their  answer,  stated  that  in  March 
18S5  they,  at  the  request  of  N.  A.  Calisher,  discounted 
a  bill  of  exchange  for  44/.,  purporting  to  be  drawn  by  Ca- 
fiiher  and  Co.  upon  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs ;  that 
shortly  before  that  bill  became  due,  they  delivered  it  up 
to  Calisher  in  consideration  of  his  paying  to  them  ISLlSs* 
in  cash,  and  indorsing  to  them  the  bill  in  question.  They 
denied  all  personal  knowledge  of  the  transaction  alleged 
to  have  taken  place  between  N.  A.  Calisher  and  the  plain- 
tiffs.   They  denied  that  the  bill  in  question  had  been  in- 
dorsed to  them  before  it  became  due,  for  the  purposes 
lilted  in  the  bill  or  any  other  purpose :  on  the  contrary, 
diey  alleged  that  it  was  indorsed  to  them  for  the  consider- 
ation and  purpose  before  mentioned,  and  not  otherwise. 
They  admitted  that,  being  bond  fide  holders  of  the  bill, 
they  bad  commenced,  and  intended  to  prosecute,  their 
action  upon  it.     They  also  denied  that  the  bill  was  void 
under  any  circumstances :   **  because,  these  defendants 
aay,  that  they  being  the  bond  fide  \\o\AeT%  of  the  said  bill  of 
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1836.         exchange,  and  having  giren  full  conaideratioii  for 
.,  '     "     '      same,  without  notice  or  reason  to  suspect  or  beliefe  thai 

CULTSRHOUSB  ^  "^ 

o.  the  same  was  voidable  or  void,  and  the  swd   hiH 

overdue  and  unpaid,,  are  entitled  t^sue  for  and  recovcfca 
the  amount  thereof  against  the  said  fdaintiCs." 

The  defendants  having  omitted  to  answer  the  chatge  a^ 
to  their  being  trustees  of  the  biU  for  the  plaintiffa,  as  ci^ 
ception  was  taken  to  the  ansEwer  ib  that  resfeel. 

Mr.  Bagskawe,  for  the  exception. 

Mr.  Bac<m,  contra. — ^The  interrogalorjr  as  to- tW  de- 
fendants being  trustees,  depends  upon  a  mere  inference  of 
law.     [The  Lard  Chief  Baron. — Do  yon  atate  tiiat  joa 
mean  to  recover  on  the  bill  and  hold  die  proceeds  for  year 
own  benefit  ?  All  you  state  may  be  true,  and  yet  you  may 
hold  as  trustees  for  other  persons].    The  bill  charges 
them  with  being  trustees,  and  that  so  it  would  appear 
from  certain  circumstances,  which  are  expressively  neg»- 
tived.     It  is  not  necessary  that  they  should  deny  ioiidem 
verbis  that  they  are  trustees.     [The  Lard  Cldef  Bmrmnu — 
It  would  not  be  necessary,  if  yoa  discovered  facts  whidh 
shewed  the  impossibility  of  their  being  truateea.     The 
plaintiff  files  his  bill  of  discovery,  and  alleges  you  le  he- 
trustees,   upon  the  ground  of  particular  circnmataiioes,. 
which  he  states.    Those  circumstances  may  not  be  tzocw 
but  you  may  hold  the  bill  as  trustees  under  otker  circuh 
stances.    If  you  deny  the  particular  circumstances^  but 
do  not  deny  the  conclusion  which  the  plaintiff  Jtiamn.  bom 
them,  that  is  a  negative  pregnant.    You  ought  to  havo 
answered  not  only  as  to  the  facts  from  which  he  draws  bb 
conclusion,  but  as  to  every  thing  from  which  sudk  &  couekt- 
sioB  might  be  drawn].   The  inquiry  of  the  plaintiff  is  co»* 
fined  to  particular  circumstances.  Hesays,  youaretrasCeea 
under  certain  circumstances ;  tell  me  whether  those  dr-* 
cumatances  are  true  ?    To  this  queation  there  is  an  «i* 
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press  denial*    In  Bally  y.  Kenrick  (a)»  U  is  laid  down  very         1836. 
smphaticaUy  bjr  Richards,  C  B.„  that  the  sufficiency  of  ^^^^  ^^^^ 
in  answer  is  to  be  tried  by  its  materiality  alone.  Here,  *• 

ill  tbe  material  facts  on  which  the  plaintiff's  equity  is 
Founded  are  denied.  The  defendants  state  expressly  that 
they  are  bond  fide  holders  of  the  bill,  and  never  knew  or 
suspected  that  the  same  was  void  or  voidable. 

Mr.  BagshawCf  in  reply,  contended  that  the  charge  as 
to  tbe  defendants  being  trustees  was  distinct  and  general, 
and  not  to  be  restricted  to  tbe  particular  facts  suggested 
ss  tbe  foundation  of  tbe  charge. 

Tbe  Lord  Chief  BARON.-^This  is  not  a  sufficient  an- 
swer.  It  is  contended  tbat  the  charge  as  to  the  defendants 
being  trustees  for  the  plaintiffs  tests  merely  on  a  certain 
statement  of  facts  made  by  the  plaintiff.    That  is  not  so. 
There  is  a  distinct  charge  tbat  *^  the  defendants  are  trus- 
ties for  Calisher  and  Co.  for  the  amount  to  be  recovered 
on  tbe  said  bill.'*  The  plaintiffs  then  go  on  and  say — *'  and 
10  it  would  appear"  if  certain  facts  were  stated.     The  de- 
fiwdants  deny  these  facts,  but  they  do  not  say  that  the 
tmth  migbt  not  appear  from  other  causes.     They  indeed 
mj  that,  being  bond  fide  holders  of  the  bill,  they  brought 
thdr  action  upon  it.     It  is  very  true,  they  might  be  bond 
JUe  holders  up  to  the  time  the  action  was  brought;  but 
ihey  do  not  allege  that  being  and  remaining  so  up  to  this 
this  time,  they  brought  their  action.     Their  allegation  is 
too  tmcertain  to  admit  of  an  indictment  for  perjury,  and, 
tbeiefore,  too  uncertain  for  an  answer.    Denying  a  parti- 
enlar  statement  of  facts  on  which  a  conclusion  is  founded, 
withoat  denying  the  conclusion  generally,  is  a  negative 
pr^nant.     I  am  sorry  that  the  defendants  fail  in  this  in- 
stance, because  I  think  they  intended  to  answer  fully  and 
honestly.     Let  it  be  understood,  tbat  in  allowing  this  ex- 

(a)  13  Price,  291. 


2gS 
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1836.  ception,  I  found  myself  on  the  circumstance  that  there 

-  a  distinct  and  substantive  allejration  that  the  plaintiffi  ai 

CULVERIIOUSE  ®  "^ 

Vt  imist^ps 

Alexander.  '  Exception  allowed. 


Nov.  \Bth, 

Testator  de- 
vised ft  mixed 
fund  of  reel  end 
personal  pro- 
perty to  a'triis* 
tee,  upon  trust 
to  pay  the 
rents,  issues, 
and  profits  to 
certJiin  persons, 

(amongst  whom  parish  of  Much  Marde,  in  the  county  of  Hereford,  as  else- 
where in  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain ;  and  also  all  and 
singular  his  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  all  other  his 
estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  hold  to  him  the 


Nyssen  r.  Gretton. 

clOHN  GAMMOND,  hy  his  will,  gave,  devised,  and  be- 
queathed  unto  John  Gibson,  of  Ross,  in  the  county  of 
Hereford,  all  his  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredi 
taments,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Balcorobe,  or  elsewhere 
in  the  county  of  Somerset ;  and  all  his  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  hereditaments,  and  real  estates,  as  well  in  the 


ter  M.),  for 
their  respective 
lives,  and  sub- 
ject to  those 
trusts  he  gave 
M.  power  to 
appoint  by  will 
the  whole  pro- 
perty. M.  mar- 
ried, and, by  a 
will  executed 
in  pursuance  of 
the  power,  de- 
vised the  whole 
fund  to  a  trus- 
tee, upon  trust 
to  permit  her 
husband  tu  re- 
ceive and  take 
the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  for 
his  life,  subject 
as  thereinafter 
mentioned; 
and  in  case  she 

any*iMu?of  the  ^^^^f  -A""  Gammond,  and  his  natural  daughter,   Mary 

marriage,  son  or 

daughter,  living  at  her  decease,  she  charged  the  estate  with  4,000/.  for  the  benefit  of  that  ton  or 
daughter;  and  after  the  decease  of  her  husband  she  devised  the  whole  fund  to  such  son  or  daughter 
absolutely;  she  then  proceeded  as  follows: — *' And  in  case  there  shall  be  no  issue  of  my  mar- 
riage living  at  my  decease,  then  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  said  dear  husband  all  and  do- 
gular  my  said  estates  and  effects,  to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  subject  nevertheless  and 
chargeable  with  the  payment  of  100/.  to  each  of  his  sisters,  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.  Also,  I  give  and 
bequeath  to  E.  the  sum  of  200/.,  to  be  paid  to  her  within  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  my 
decease:'* — Held,  that  E.'s  legacy  was  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate  over  which  M.  exercised  her 
power  of  appointment. 

The  drcumitance  that  a  mixed  fund  of  real  and  personal  estate  is  devised  to  the  executor  ii  not 
alone  sufficient  to  make  pecuniary  legacies  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate. 


said  John  Gibson,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
upon  trust,  to  let  and  set  his  freehold  estates,  and  to 
receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof;  and  also  to 
make  sale  of  all  his  personal  estate,  and  with  what  monies 
he  had  in  hand,  to  place  the  same  iipon  Government 
or  other  security  as  he  should  think  fit;  and  collect  and 
call  in  all  monies  that  might  be  due  and  owing  to  the 
testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  out  of  the  same 
to  pay  to  the  testator's  sister,  Mary  Brown,  an  annuity 
or  clear  yearly  sum  of  60/.  for  her  life :  and  the  testa- 
tor thereby  directed  his  said  trustee  to  pay  the  rents 
and  profits    of   his   said    estate   as   aforesaid    unto   his 
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Donne,  otherwise  Smith,  m  equal  shares  and  proportions,  1836. 
for  and  daring  their  natural  Ihres ;  but  if  his  said  wife 
should  thereafter  intermarry,  then  he  revoked  the  said 
bequest  to  her  as  aforesaid,  and  in  lieu  thereof  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  her  one  annuity  of  50/.  for  her  life ;  and 
from  and  immediately  after  the  death  Or  marriage  of  his 
sud  wife,  the  testator  directed  his  said  trustee  to  pay  the 
whole  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  said  estate  and  efiects 
into  the  proper  hands  of  his  said  daughter,  Mary  Donne, 
otherwise  Smith.  And  in  case  his  said  sister,  Mary 
Brown,  and  his  said  wife,  should  survive  his  said  natural 
daughter,  Mary  Donne,  otherwise  Smith,  without  issue 
and  unmarried,  then  the  testator  revoked  the  said  annuity 
of  GO/*,  so  given  to  his  said  sister  as  aforesaid ;  and  in  lieu 
thereof  directed  his  said  trustee  to  pay  the  whole  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  his  said  estate  and  effects  unto  his 
said  sister  and  wife,  (as  long  as  she  continued  his  widow 
and  unmarried),  in  equal  shares  and  proportions.  But, 
nevertheless,  his  will  and  meaning  was,  and  he  thereby 
empowered  his  said  natural  daughter,  Mary  Donne,  other- 
wise Smith,  to  give,  devise,  and  dispose  of  all  and  singular 
his  freehold  estates  and  effects  and  premises  to  such 
person  and  persons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates,  uses, 
ends,  intents,  and  purposes  as  his  said  daughter  should 
by  her  last  will  and  testament  give  and  devise  the  same, 
or  any  instrument  or  writing  purporting  to  be  her  last  will 
and  testament  to  be  by  her  made,  whether  sole  or  covert, 
and  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  or  more  credible 
witnesses. 

Mary  Donne,  otherwise  Smith,  survived  the  testator  and 
Anne  Gammond,  and  married  the  Rev.  G.  H.  L.  Gretton. 
By  her  will,  after  reciting  so  much  of  the  will  of  John 
Gammond  as  b  above  stated,  she  devised  as  follows: — 
**  Therefore  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  George 
Gretton,  Dean  of  the  Cathedral  Church  of  Hereford,  all 
and  singular  the  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  heredit- 

VOL.  II.  Q  £Q.  EX. 
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1836.         aments,  and  all  other  my  real  estate  whatsoever  and  where- 

Nyssen        soever  in  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain;  and  all  and  singu- 

«•  lar  my  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  all  other  my  estate 

Gretton* 

whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  upon  trust,  to  permit  and 
suffer  my  said  dear  husband,  G.  H.  L.  Gretton,  to  receive 
and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  my  said  estate* 
as  aforesaid,  to  and  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  (subject  nevertheless 
as  is  hereinafter  mentioned),  and  upon  this  further  trust, 
that  in  case  there  shall  be  any  issue  of  my  marriage«with 
the  said  G.  H.  L.  Gretton,  being  a  son  or  daughter,  living 
at  the  time  of  my  decease,  I  will  and  direct  that  my  said 
trustee,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  do 
and  shall,  upon  such  son  or  daughter  attaining  his  or  her 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daughter,  upon  her 
attaining  such  age  or  day  of  marriage,  which  shall  first 
happen,  by  and  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  my 
said  estates  as  aforesaid,  or  by  demise,  sate,  mortgage,  or 
other  disposition  thereof,  levy  and  raise  the  sum  of  four 
thousand  pounds  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  and 
pay  the  same  unto  such  son  or  daughter,  to  and  for  his 
and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit.  And  I  will  and 
direct  that  the  entire  care  and  management  of  the  edu- 
cation and  advancement  in  the  world  of  such  son  or 
daughter  be  left  to  my  said  dear  husband ;  and  from 
and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said  husband,  I 
give  and  devise  and  bequeath  my  said  estates  and  eflfects 
as  aforesaid  unto  such  son  or  daughter,  his  or  her  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  for  ever ;  and  in  case 
there  shall  be  no  issue  of  my  marriage  with  the  sud 
G.  H.  L.  Gretton  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  then  I 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  said  dear  husband 
all  and  singular  my  said  estates  and  efiects  as  aforesaid. 
To  hold  to  him,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  for  ever;  subject  nevertheless  and  chargeable 
with  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  one  hundred  pounds  to 
each  of  his  sisters,   (that  is  to  say)  Mary,  E^abeth, 
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Catherine,  Susaiii  Oeorgiana,  and  Emmai  which  I  do         1836. 
Iiereby  gite  and  bequeath  to  them  accordingly.     Also,  I       NyggB^ 
tfhre  and  bequeath  unto  my  godson,  John  Donne  Collins,  v. 

Oeetton. 

and  Elixa  Anne  Gibson,  eldest  daughter  of  the  said  John 
Gibson,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  pounds  each,  to  be  paid 
to  them  within  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  my  de- 
cease*** The  testatrix  then  provided  for  the  reimburse- 
ment of  the  trustee's  costs  and  expenses,  and  concluded 
her  will  by  appointing  Greorge  Gretton  her  sole  executor. 
Mary  Ghretton  died  in  May,  1814,  without  issue,  leaving 
her  husband  and  the  several  other  parties  interested 
mder  her  will  (except  John  Donne  Collins)  surviving 
her.  Elisa  Anne  Gibson  married  Henry  Nyssen.  Upon 
Mary  Gretton's  decease,  George  Gretton  proved  her  will, 
and  G.  H.  L.  Ghretton  entered  into  the  possession  of  the 
real  estates  thereby  devised  to  him.  In  the  year  1880,  he 
sold  and  conveyed  those  estates  to  the  defendants,  Ernst 
and  Clifford.  Both  George  Gretton  and  G.  H.  L.  Gretton 
died  before  the  filing  of  the  present  bill. 

The  bin  was  filed  by  Henry  Nyssen  and  his  wife, 
against  the  surviving  and  only  acting  executor  under  the 
win  of  George  Gretton,  and  against  the  purchasers  of  the 
real  estates ;  praying  that  the  legacy  of  2001.  bequeathed 
by  the  testatrix  to  Mrs.  Nyssen  might  be  paid  out  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  possessed  by  George 
Gretton ;  and  in  case  the  personal  estate  was  insufficient 
bt  that  purpose,  that  the  deficiency  might  be  supplied 
ont  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  if  necessary,  by  a  sale  of 

a  competent  part  of  the  real  estates  over  which   the 

testatrix  had  a  power  of  disposition. 
To  this  biU  the  defendant  Ernst,  who  was  one  of  the 

purchasers  of  the  real  estates,   demurred  generally  for 

vant  of  equity. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Hall,  for  the  demurrer.— The 
legacy  given  to  the  plaintiff*,  Mrs.  Nyssen,  is  a  substantive 
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1836.  independent  gift,  unconnected  with  any  of  the  preceding 
clauses.  There  is^  therefore,  no  necessary  implication, 
and  certainly  there  are  no  express  words,  shewing  that  the 
testatrix  meant  to  charge  this  legacy  on  the  real  estate  : 
Davis  v.  Gardiner  (a),  Kightley  ▼•  Kighiley  (6).  In  all 
the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  a  legacy  is  charged 
upon  the  realty,  the  Court  has  proceeded  upon  particular 
expressions  in  the  will,  tdira  the  mere  gift  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate.  Thus,  in  Tomkins  v.  Tomkins  (c),  the 
testator  bequeathed  certain  legacies,  and  '*  after  my  debts 
and  legacies  paid,**  devised  his  real  estates  to  his  son;  and 
upon  this  it  was  held  that  the  legacies  were  charged  on 
the  real  estates.  Alcock  v.  Sparhawk  {d)^  and  Hasself. 
Hassel  (^),  are  cases  of  the  same  description.-  In  Aubrey 
v.  Middleion  {f)^  the  testator,  after  bequeathing  legacies, 
devised  '^  all  the  rest  and  residue"  of  his  goods,  chatteb, 
and  estate  to  his  nephew ;  and  that  was  held  suflScient  to 
charge  the  realty  with  the  legacies.  So,  in  Bench  v. 
Biles  (gf),  and  Cole  v.  Turner  (A),  the  ultimate  devise 
being  of  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  real  and  personal 
estate,  the  legacies  previously  given  were  held  to  be 
charged  on  the  realty.  In  the  latter  case,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  took  the  distinction,  that  it  was  not  a  devise  of 
the  estates  themselves,  but  of  the  residue  of  those  estates 
after  a  prior  purpose  satisfied  ;  that  is  to  say,  after  pay- 
ment of  legacies.  In  Kightley  v.  Kighiley^  even  the 
words  ''rest  and  residue,  &c."  had  not  the  same  effect  as 
they  have  had  in  other  cases;  and  the  real  estate  was  held 
to  be  exempt  from  the  charge  of  legacies,  notwithstanding 
the  strong  words  at  the  beginning  of  the  wilL  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron. — But  in  that  case  there  was  some- 


(a)  2  P.  W.  187.  (c)  2  Dick.  62?. 

{h)  2  Ves.  J.  332.  (/)  4  Vin.  Abr.  460. 

(c)  Pre.  Ch.  397.  ig)  4  Madd.  187. 

(rf)  2  Vera,  228.  (A)  4  Rust.  376. 
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tiling  to  which  the  words  '''rest  and  letidae**  might  be  re-  1336. 
ferred ;  namelyi  the  real  and  personal  estate  previously 
deriaed].  At  all  events,  in  order  to  make  the  legacies  a 
cbarge  on  the  real  estate,  it  is  not  enough  that  both  the 
real  and  personal  estate  should  come  to  the  same  person : 
Parker  v.  Feamley  (t).  Where  there  are  no  express 
words  to  fix  that  person  with  the  payment  of  debts  and 
legacies,  he  must  either  be  devisee  of  the  rest  and  residue 
of  the  real  estate,  or  there  must  be  some  direction  to  him 
to  see  the  debts  and  legacies  paid.  Here,  there  is  nothing 
to  shew  that  the  plaintiff's  legacy  was  more  than  a  common 
pecuniary  legacy.  It  was  payable  absolutely  within  a  year 
of  the  decease  of  the  testatrix.  Of  the  bequests  which 
are  expressly  charged  on  the  real  estate,  those  to  the 
children  might  not  be  payable  for  twenty  years  after  the 
death  of  the  testatrix ;  and  those  to  the  sisters  depended 
altogether  upon  a  contingency,  and  might  not  be  payable 
at  all,  so  that  the  legacy  in  question,  therefore,  differs 
entirely  from  the  others,  in  the  mode  and  circumstances  in 
which  it  is  given.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  words, 
"subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned,**  are  important.]  Those 
words  refer,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  bequest  to  the 
children ;  and  in  the  second,  to  the  bequest  to  the  sisters. 
The  legacy  to  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  considered  apart  from 
those  words;  as  if  it  had  been  contained  in  a  codicil. 
[The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  whole  property  is,  in  the 
first  place,  devised  to  George  Gretton ;  and  the  question 
ii,  whether  all  the  subsequent  gifts  are  not  carved  out  of 
that]. 

Mr.  Girdlestone  for  the  bill. — The  first  question  is,  what 
the  testatrix  proposed  to  do— and  the  next,  what  she  has 
actually  done.  She  states  upon  her  will  what  she  pro- 
posed to  do.     She  recites  her  father's  will,  under  which 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  St.  192. 
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1836.        she  has  a  power  of  appointment  over  a  blended  fund  of 
NY88EN       ^^  ^"^  personal  estate,  and  she  proposes  to  exercise  that 
e.  power  in  favour  of  the  several  legatees  named.     After 

setting  out  the  power  at  full  length,  she  says, ''  Therefore 
I  give,  devise/'  &c.,  all  the  property,  real  and  personal, 
comprised  in  the  power,  to  George  Gretton,  upon  certain 
trusts.  The  first  trust  is  to  permit  her  husband  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estates  for  his  life,  *'  sub- 
ject as  hereinafter  mentioned:"  then  follows  a  trust  to 
raise  4000/.,  for  a  son  or  daughter,  should  there  be  any, 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of 
those  estates ;  and  upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  she 
devises  the  estates  to  such  son  or  daughter  in  fee.  It  is 
insisted  that  the  words  "  subject  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned," must  be  confined  to  this  direction  to  raise  the 
4000/.,  and  do  not  apply  to  any  thing  afterwards.  That 
cannot  be  so ;  because,  as  between  the  husband  and  the 
party  entitled  to  the  reversion,  the  4000/.  would  be  a 
charge  upon  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  and  not  merely  upon 
the  husband's  life  interest  The  testatrix  then  proceeds 
to  dispose  of  her  property,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no 
children.  In  that  event,  she  makes  a  dear  and  absolute 
disposition  of  the  whole  blended  property  to  her  husband, 
and  what  comes  afterwards  must  be  considered  as  carved 
out  of  that  interest.  She  gives  the  whole  property  to  him, 
subject  to  the  charges  in  favour  of  the  sisters ;  subject 
*'  also"  to  the  legacies  to  Collins  and  the  plaintiff,  Mrs. 
Nyssen.  The  word  **  also"  has  the  eflfect  of  excepting 
those  legacies  from  the  operation  of  the  previous  devise 
to  the  husband.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — That  argu« 
ment  would  fail,  if  the  devise  to  the  husband  did  not  take 
effect].  In  that  case  the  legatees  would  take  under  the 
previous  words,  ''  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned."  But 
even  supposing  the  legacies  to  Collins  and  Mrs.  Nyssen 
to  be  substantive  bequests,  entirely  independent  of  the 
devise  to  the  husband,  they  are  given  after  a  previous 
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dbpositioB  of  a  blended  fund  of  realty  and  personalty,  1836. 
and  that  shews  that,  they  were  intended  to  be  charged  ^tsae 
on  the  realty.     Notwithstanding  the  opinion  of  the  Court  ». 

in  Eighties  y.  Kightley,  there  is  no  difference  between 
debts  and  legacies  in  an  implied  charge  upon  real  estate  by 
will :   WilUams  v.  ditty  (a).      The  case  of  Parker  v. 
FeanUey  has  been  cited  to  shew  that  the  blending  of  the 
fund  is  immaterial  \  but  there   the    testatrix  expressly 
directed  that  the  legacies  should  be  paid  *^  by  her  executor 
thereinafter  named,"  which  was  no  more  than  a  direction 
to  pay  them  in  the  usual  manner.     In  Kidney  v,  CouS' 
mater  {n)f  it  is  expressly  laid  down  by  Lord  TAurhw, 
that  where  a  testator  combines  real  with  personal  pro- 
perty, ^U  the  burthens  of  the  personal  property  are  put 
upon  the  real  property  so  combined  with  it.    If  you 
find  the  two  kinds  of  property  combined,  you   must 
omdude  that  the  testator  combined  them  for  one  pur- 
pose.    The  case  of  Bench  y.  JBUes  settles  the  question. 
There,  the  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  his  wife  for  life ;  and  after  her  death  bequeathed  various 
lq;acies,  and  gave  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  two  nephews,  share  and 
ihare  alike,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
issigns.     There  was  nothing  stronger  in  favour  of  the 
charge  in  that  case  than  there  is  here.    There  was  a 
distinct  and  independent  bequest  of  pecuniary  legacies. 
It  is  true,  that  the  devise  was  of  the  rest  and  residue ;  but 
that  was  equivalent  to  a  devise  of  the   whole  blended 
fand,  taking  out  enough  to  satisfy  the  pecuniary  bequest ; 
lod  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  that  view 
of  the  question.    In  that  case  the  testator  gave  a  part  of 
die  fund,  and  then  gave  the  residue :  here,  she  gives  the 
whole,  and  then  gives  a  part  out  of  it.    There  is  no  sub- 
stantial difference  between  the  two  cases. 

la)  3  Vc8.  561.  (b)  1  Vcs.  jun.  444. 
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1836.  Mr.  Boieler,  in  reply. — In  Kidney  ▼•  CousmakeTf  a  sale 

of  the  real  estate  was  directed^  and  the  words  of  the 
Court  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  the  case  where  real 
estate  is  to  be  converted  into  money.    It  is  a  mistake  to 
call  this  a  milled  fund.    The  testatrix  had,  under  the  wiD 
of  her  father,  power  to  dispose  of  real  and  personal  estate. 
She  might  have  passed  each  separatelyt  and  had  not  t 
mere  power  to  dispose  of  it  as  a  mixed  fund.     The  devise 
of  real  estate  is  a  specific  devise,  though  of  the  whole. 
This  is  a  devise  of  real  estate  quoad  the  real  estate,  and 
of  the  personal  estate  quoad  the  personal  estate.     There 
is  no  forming  of  a  single  fund  for  a  particular  purpose, 
but  a  gift  of  all  she  had  to  give.     The  cases  which  have 
been  cited  went  upon  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  give 
•  the  devisee  of  the  residue  only  that  which  was  left  afier 
payment  of  legacies.     That  intention  was  apparent  in  the 
cases  of  Bench  v.  Biles^  and  Cole  v.  Turner ;  and  accord- 
ingly the  real  estate  was  held  chargeable.     In  the  former 
of  these  cases  the  Court  certainly  speaks  of  a   blended 
fund,  but  that  is  an  inaccurate  expression.     [The  Lord 
Chief  Baron* — I  wish  to  see  the  principle  contended  for 
on  the  other  side  put  in  relief,  and  not  mixed  up  with  other 
circumstances.     Suppose  a  person  devises  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  his  executor,  and  then  gives  legacies  to 
A.,  B.,  and  C. ;  would  the  executor  be  trustee  of  the  real 
estate  for  the  legatees  ?]    According  to  Parker  v.  Feamley, 
he  would  not.     There  must  be  express  words,  beyond  the 
mere  gift  of  both  properties  to  one  individual,  to  make  the 
real  estate  chargeable  with  legacies.     Then  the  question 
is,  whether  such  express  words  exist  in  the  present  wilL 
The  whole  property,  real   and  personal,  is  given  to  a 
trustee,  his  heirs,  &c.,  upon  trust  for  the  husband  for  life^ 
*^  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned."    Now,  if  those  words 
had  been  meant  to  extend  to  every  thing  coming  after- 
wards, they  would  have  been  fixed  to  the  estate  of  the 
trustees,  and  not  to  that  of  the  husband.   But  they  dearly 
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iiave  refeteaee  only  to  the  life  estate  of  the  husband ;  and  1836. 
this  appears  more  plainly,  when  it  is  seen  that  afterwards, 
in  derisiDg  the  property  to  the  children  upon  the  death  of 
the  husband,  the  testatrix  drops  the  word  *'  subject" 
altogether,  and  devises  it  to  them  absolutely.  Then,  again, 
in  the  erent  of  having  no  son  or  daughter,  she  charges  the 
husband's  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  sisters.  That  was 
natural  enough ;  for  there  might  be  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose in  one  case  and  not  in  the  other;  yet  that  might  be  a 
Tesson  for  her  not  charging  this  particular  legacy  upon  it 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— Upon  looking  at  the  will  and     Nov,  22nd. 
the  several  cases  cited,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  suffi- 
dent  in  this  will  to  justify  me  in  declaring  that  the  legacy 
in  question  was  a  charge  on  the  real  estate.     It  has  always 
appeared  to  me  very  idle,  to  look  at  cases  upon  the  con- 
straction  of  vrills,  for  the  purpose  of  finding  a  precise 
precedent  for  that  which  is  under  discussion.    All  that  can 
be  done  is,  to  find  what  general  principle  of  law  is  appli- 
cable, and  then  it  must  be  determined,  from  the  particular 
circumstances  of  each  case,  how  far  that  principle  is  to  be 
illostralbd.     I  have  looked  at  the  several  cases,  and  I  find 
only  two  rules  which  govern  them  which  are  not  rules  of 
construction,  but  of  law.     One  is,  (what  is  familiar  to  every 
one),  that,  primd  facie,  all  legacies  are  paid  out  of  the  per- 
gonal estate;  the  other  is,  that  if  it  appears  to  be  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator,  as  collected  from  his  will,  that  the 
^picies  should  be  charged  on  real  estate,  then  they  should 
be  charged  on  the  real  estate.     Whether  the  testator  so 
utteoded  depends  on  particular  expressions  of  doubtful 
cbancter  appearing  in  the  will,  and  the  Judge  determines 
^  point  according  to  the  language  of  the  will;  not 
according  to  any  rule  of  law,  but  as  he  would  construe  the 

ttitentbn  of  a  party  from  any  other  document  laid  before 

bin. 

It  has  been  said,  and  truly,  that,  where  a  testator  gives 
'^it  real  and  personal  estate  to  one  individual,  subject  to 
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1836. 

Nyssen 

«. 
Grettom. 


ters,  and  after  the  bequest  of  the  real  and  personal  estate } 
and,  therefore,  I  see  no  reason  why  I  should  not  linut  its 
operation  to  that  legacy.  The  testatrix  doubted  whether 
the  estate  in  fee  of  the  husband  would  be  subject  to  his 
sisters'  legacies  if  she  omitted  to  use  words  for  thai  pur- 
pose; therefore,  in  the  second  instance,  she  uses  the 
word  subject  as  applicable  to  that  bequest  alone.  But 
the  legacy  to  Mrs.  Nyssen  is  absolute  and  unconditioiiAl, 
and  must  be  paid,  whether  the  husband  has  a  life  estate, 
or  an  estate  in  fee.  Upon  these  grounds,  not  thinking  thai 
this  case  is  precisely  like  any  other  upon  the  same  point,  it 
appears  to  me  that  I  must  overrule  the  demurrer. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


^y^  ?!'*•  Dayies  f>.  Thomas. 

Dec,  12IA. 
Ad  estate  wu     JoHN    DAVIES,   by  his   will  reciting  that  he  had 
t^J^^n  Suit    purchased  the  hereditaments  and  premises  after  described, 
by  sale  or  mort-  ^nd  that,  to  enable  him  to  complete  such  purchase,  he 

gage,  to  018-  ,  *  i»  Tx     •  J 

charge  a  gpeciiic  had  borrowed   from   his  brother,  the  defendant,   David 
apply  the  red-     Davics,  the  sum  of  9112.,  gave  and  devised  all  his  mes> 

due  for  the 
benefit  of  the 
testator's  chil- 
dren. A.  pur- 
chased the  es* 
tate  of  the  sur- 
▼iTing  trustee 
(who  was  A.'s 
ftther),  but  left 
the  purchase 
money  (except 
what  was  re- 
quired to  satisfy 
the  debt)  un- 
paid, giving  his  bond  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  it  Between  the  tinw  of  the  coo- 
tract  and  the  actual  conveyance  of  the  premises,  A.  entered  into  marriage  articles,  whereby  be 
covenanted  to  settle  the  premises  upon  his  intended  wife  and  her  issue.  After  A.'8  maniagt  aod 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  a  settlement  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  articles.  The  tectle- 
ment  recited  the  conveyance,  and  the  conveyance  referred  to  the  will  i^^Held,  that  the  seUlisMwr 
conveyed  notice  of  the  will,  and  that  such  notice  was  binding  on  the  wife  and  children  of  A., 
although  the  articles  were  silent  as  to  the  will;  consequently,  that  the  testator's  children  weft 
entitied,  as  against  the  children  of  A.,  to  a  lien  on  the  estate,  to  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
left  unpaid. 

A  party  claimiug  to  be  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  cousidcratiou  without  notice,  under  m  i 
contract,  must  shew  that  he  had  no  notice  at  the  tiipe  of  the  settUwuni:  proof  that  he  had  no 
notice  at  the  time  of  the  articles  is  not  sufiBcient. 


suages,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Eglwysfach,  in  the  county  of  Denbigh,  to  Abel  Lloyd 
and  Robert  Kyffin,  since  deceased,  to  mortgage  or  seU, 
and  pay  the  said  sum  of  911/.  and  interest  thereon,  and 
divide  the  produce  of  such  sale,  and  also  his  personal 
estate,  between  his,  the  testator's,  wife  and  children, 
provided  that  if  his  wife   should  marry  before   all  hb 
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children  should  attain  twcnty-onei  (which  she  did),  she  1836. 
should  derive  no  benefit  under  his  will.  The  will  contained 
adause  that  the  trustees'  receipts  should  be  a  sufficbnt  dis- 
charge to  the  purchaser  for  the  purchase  money  to  be  paid 
for  the  premises,  and  that  the  purchaser  should  not  be 
bound  to  see  to  the  application  thereof.  The  testator 
appointed  his  wife  and  David  Davies  executors  of  his 
will 

The  testator  died  ip  January,  1819,  leaving  several 
children.  David  Davies  proved  the  will.  In  1814,  Abel 
Lloyd  and  Robert  Kyfiin  contracted  to  sell  the  estate  to 
John  Lloyd,  the  son  of  Abel  Lloyd,  for  the  sum  of 
ifASL  14«.  dd.^  and  he  was  let  into  possession. 

By  articles  dated  the  1 1th  August,  1815,  which  was 
after  the  above-mentioned  contract  for  purchase  by  John 
Lloyd,  but  before  the  premises  were  actually  conveyed  to 
bim,  Abel  Lloyd  and  John  Lloyd,  in  contemplation  of  a 
marriage  which  was  shortly  afterwards  had  between  John 
Lloyd  and  Elizabeth  Jones,  an  infant,  covenanted  that  they 
would,  within  a  year  after  the  celebration  of  the  marriage, 
convey  the  premises  to  the  use  of  John  Lloyd  for  his  life, 
with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  the  contingent  re* 
mainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  the 
tem  of  500  years,  for  raising  1000/.  for  portioning  the 
younger  children  of  the  marriage,  with  remainder  to  the 
886  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail,  with 
Miainder  to  the  use  of  the  daughters  of  the  marriage  in 
tail. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  1st  and  2nd 
May.  1817^  to  which  David  Davies,  the  executor,  and  Ro- 
bert Davies,  the  eldest  son  of  the  testator,  were  parties, 
die  premises  were  conveyed  by  Abel  Lloyd  to  John  Lloyd 
ID  fee.  The  consideration  for  that  eonveyanoe  was  ex- 
preaaed  to  be  the  sum  of  i^A&L  14«.  6d. ;  but  the  only 
pirt  of  the  purchase-money  actually  paid  or  settled  in 
account,  was  the  sum  of  1,840/.  3«.  Id,  which  sum  con- 
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1836.        sisted  of  the  debt  of  901/.  due  to  David  Davies^  and  Ae 
-^  accumulations  of  interest  thereon.    The  remainder  of  the 

Datibs 

9"  purchaae-money»  amounting  to  895/L  1  Is.  Sd.^  was  nefer 

paid  by  John  Lloyd;  but,  as  a  collateral  security  for  that 
sutn,  he  executed  a  bond  to  that  amount  to  Abel  Lloyd, 
who  was  then  the  surviving  trustee.  In  that  bond,  which 
bore  date  the  Snd  May,  1817,  David  Davies  joined  as  a 
surety. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  settlement,  dated 
the  1 1th  and  12th  August,  1820,  and  executed  after  the 
marriage  of  John  Lloyd,  the  premises  in  question  were 
conveyed  to  trustees  to  uses,  in  pursuance  of  the  articles. 
David  Davies  and  Robert  Davies  were  parties  to  that  set- 
tlement. 

In  1822,  the  younger  children  of  the  testator,  John 
Davies,  instituted  a  suit  in  this  court,  praying  an  account 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  of  the  rents,  profits, 
and  produce  of  his  real  estate,  and  that  their  respective 
shares  in  the  residue  might  be  paid  or  secured  to  them. 
In  that  suit,  Abel  Lloyd,  David  Davies,  and  Robert  Davies, 
were  defendants;  and  in  February,  1826,  it  was,  amongst 
other  things,  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  defendant, 
Abel  Lloyd,  should  forthwith  proceed  to  recover  and  get 
in  the  principal  and  interest  due  from  John  Lloyd,  and  the 
defendant,  David  Davies,  upon  the  bond  of  the  2nd  of 
May,  1817,  and  in  case  the  defendant,  Abel  Lloyd,  should 
not  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  that  decree  pro- 
ceed to  recover  and  get  in  the  same,  then  it  was  ordered 
that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  at  liberty  to  use  the  name  of 
the  defendant,  Abel  Lloyd,  and  to  institute  such  proceed- 
ings in  his  name  as  they  should  be  advised  for  the  recovery 
thereof. 

In  September,  1826,  John  Lloyd  died  intestate,  leaving 
his  widow  (formerly  Elizabeth  Jones)  and  two  children  of 
their  marriage,  surviving  him.  Upon  this,  the  action  di- 
rected by  the  decree  to  be  brought  against  John  Lloyd, 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  987 


was   brought  against  his  widow  as  his  administratrix;         1836. 
bat  for  default  of  assets  of  the  intestate/  nothing  was  re- 
covered in  the  action*    Ad  action,  as  directed  by  the  de- 
cree, was  also  brought  against  David  Davies,  but  he  took 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debt6rs*  Act,  and  nothing  was 
recoverable  from  his  estate. 
"In  May,  IS28,  Abel  Lloyd  died  insolvent. 
The  present  bill,  which  was  dne  of  revivor  and  supple- 
ment, was  ffled  for  the  pil^ose  of  efttablii^hing  a  lien  claimed 
by  the  childreil  of  John  Davies,  upon  his  estate,  to  the 
amount  of  89SL  llsm  6d.,  the  residue  of  the  purchase- 
money  due  from  John  Lloyd.     The  plaintiffs  were  such  of 
the  children  of  John  Davies  as  were  infants  at  the  time 
of  decree  in   the  original  suit    The  defendants,  in  ad- 
dition to  those  in  the  original  bill,  or  their  representa- 
tires,  were  the  other  children  of  John  Davies,  the  infant 
diildrenr  of  John  Lloyd,  and  the  trustees  under  John 
Uoyd's  marriage  settlement. 

The  bill  charged,  that  when  the  marriage  articles  were 
e&tered  into,  John  Lloyd  had  notice  that  his  father, 
Abel  Lloyd,  had  no  title  to  the  premises,  other  than  as 
one  of  the  trustees  for  sale  under  the  will  of  the  testator 
Mm  Davies,  and  that  he  had  no  power  to  contract  to  set- 
de  the  same ;  and  that  John  Lloyd  had  also  notice,  that 
tile  diildren  of  the  testator  were  entitled  to  the  surplus 
podoee  of  the  sale  of  the  premises. 

In  support  of  this  charge  it  appeared,  that  in  the  deed 
of  release  of  the  Snd  May,  1817,  Abel  Lloyd  was  describ- 
ed as  "  surviving  devisee  in  trust  for  sale  under  the  will 
of  the  said  John  Davies ;''  and  that  this  deed  of  release 
VIS  recited  in  the  subsequent  indenture  of  settlement  of 
the-  Uth  August,  18M.  It  likewise  appeared  that  Messrs. 
John  and  Edward  Oldfield,  with  full  notice  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  John  Davies,  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  Abel 
Uojd  and  John  Lloyd  in  relation  to  this  purchase,  that 
tbey  prepared  the  deeds  of  conveyance,  and  likewise  pre-" 
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1836.  pared  and  were  attesting  witnesses  to  the  bond ;  and  that 
one  of  theniy  John  Oldfield,  was  a  trustee  under  the  set- 
tlement. Mr.  Edward  Oldfield  in  his  examination  stated, 
that  although  a  receipt  for  the  whole  purchase  money  was 
endorsed  on  the  deed  of  the  Snd  May,  1817,  he  could  not 
say  that  any  portion  of  the  same  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  that  deed,  or  at  any  other  time,  actually 
paid  by  John  Lloyd  to  Abel  Lloyd ;  and  he  believed  that 
the  sum  of  895/.  lis.  5d,  for  which  John  Lloyd's  bond 
was  given,  was  part  of  the  money  purporting  by  such  en- 
dorsement to  have  been  paid  by  John  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Koe  for  the  bilL — ^Abel  Lloyd 
had  no  interest  in  the  premises,  except  as  a  devisee  in  trusty 
under  the  will  of  the  testator.  He  had  no  right  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement  as  he  entered  into  with  his  son.  The 
purchase  money  under  that  agreement  has  not  been  all 
paid ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  lien  which  once  exist- 
ed on  the  estate  for  the  deficiency,  can  be  said  to  have  been 
discharged.  In  that  respect,  the  articles  of  settlement  can 
have  but  little  effect ;  for  even  if  the  parties  were  pur- 
chasers for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  mere 
articles  would  not  entitle  them  to  insist  upon  such  a  plea; 
there  must  be  an  actual  conveyance.  It  is  no  answer  to 
such  a  claim  as  this  to  say,  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
there  was  no  notice ;  the  party  must  shew  that  he  had  no 
notice  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance. 

John  Lloyd  must  have  had  notice  not  only  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  but  also  that  the  purchase  money  was  not  paid ; 
and  all  parties  claiming  under  him  must  be  held  to  have  had 
constructive  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  wilL  The  purchase 
deed  of  May,  1817,  refers  to  the  will  That  deed  is  vir- 
tually incorporated  in  the  settlement  by  means  of  a  recital^ 
and  consequently  it  conveys  notice  of  the  will.  The  par- 
ties, therefore,  who  derive  title  under  the  settlement,  must 
have  had  notice  of  the  trusts  for  the  testator*8  children ; 
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was  brought  against  his  widow  as  hu  admiDiatratrix;  183d. 
txit  for  default  of  assets  of  the  intestate,  nothing  was  re- 
ODvered  in  the  action.  An  action,  as  directed  by  the  de- 
cree, was  also  brought  against  David  Davies,  but  he  took 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  and  nothing  was 
recoverable  from  his  estate. 
'In  May,  18S8,  Abel  Lloyd  died  insolvent. 

The  present  bill,  which  was  dne  of  revivor  and  supple- 
ment, was  ffled  for  the  purpose  of  efttablishing  a  lien  claimed 
by  the  children  of  John  Davies,  upon  his  estate,  to  the 
amount  of  895L  11«.  5d.,  the  residue  of  the  purchase- 
money  due  from  John  Lloyd.  The  plaintiffs  were  such  of 
the  children  of  John  Davies  as  were  infants  at  the  time 
of  decree  in  the  original  suit  The  defendants,  in  ad- 
dition to  those  in  the  original  bill,  or  their  representa* 
tivea,  were  the  other  children  of  John  Davies,  the  infant 
diildren  of  John  Lloyd,  and  the  trustees  under  John 
Lloyd's  marriage  settlement. 

The  bill  charged,  that  when  the  marriage  articles  were 
entered  into,  John  Lloyd  had  notice  that  his  father, 
Abel  Lloyd,  had  no  title  to  the  premises,  other  than  as 
one  of  the  trustees  for  sale  under  the  will  of  the  testator 
John  Davies,  and  that  he  had  no  power  to  contract  to  set- 
de  the  same ;  and  that  John  Lloyd  had  also  notice,  that 
the  children  of  the  testator  were  entitled  to  the  surplus 
produce  of  the  sale  of  the  premises. 

In  support  of  this  charge  it  appeared,  that  in  the  deed 
of  release  of  the  Snd  May,  1817,  Abel  Lloyd  was  describe 
ed  as  "  surviving  devisee  in  trust  for  sale  under  the  will 
off  the  said  John  Davies ;''  and  that  this  deed  of  release 
was  recited  in  the  subsequent  indenture  of  settlement  of 
the  12l3i  August,  18^.  It  likewise  appeared  that  Messrs. 
John  and  Edward  Oldfield,  with  full  notice  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  John  Davies,  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  Abel 
liloyd  and  John  Lloyd  in  relation  to  this  purchase,  that 
they  prepaid  the  deeds  of  conveyance,  and  likewise  pre- 
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1836.  pared  and  were  attesting  witnesses  to  the  bond ;  and  that 
one  of  theniy  John  Oldfield,  was  a  trustee  under  the  set* 
tiement.  Mr.  Edward  Oldfield  in  his  examination  stated, 
that  although  a  receipt  for  the  whole  purchase  money  was 
endorsed  on  the  deed  of  the  Snd  May,  1817,  he  could  not 
say  that  any  portion  of  the  same  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  that  deed,  or  at  any  other  time,  actually 
paid  by  John  Lloyd  to  Abel  Lloyd ;  and  he  believed  that 
the  sum  of  895/.  lis.  5cL,  for  which  John  Lloyd's  bond 
was  given,  was  part  of  the  money  purporting  by  such  en- 
dorsement to  have  been  paid  by  John  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Koe  for  the  bilL — ^Abel  Lloyd 
had  no  interest  in  the  premises,  except  as  a  devisee  in  trusty 
under  the  will  of  the  testator.  He  had  no  right  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement  as  he  entered  into  with  his  son.  The 
purchase  money  under  that  agreement  has  not  been  all 
paid ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  lien  which  once  exist* 
ed  on  the  estate  for  the  deficiency,  can  be  said  to  have  been 
discharged.  In  that  respect,  the  articles  of  settlement  can 
have  but  little  effect ;  for  even  if  the  parties  were  pur- 
chasers for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  mere 
articles  would  not  entitle  them  to  insist  upon  such  a  plea; 
there  must  be  an  actual  conveyance.  It  is  no  answer  to 
such  a  claim  as  this  to  say,  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
there  was  no  notice ;  the  party  must  shew  that  he  had  no 
notice  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance. 

John  Lloyd  must  have  had  notice  not  only  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  but  also  that  the  purchase  money  was  not  paid ; 
and  all  parties  claiming  under  him  must  be  held  to  have  had 
constructive  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  wilL  The  purchase 
deed  of  May,  1817,  refers  to  the  will  That  deed  is  vir- 
tually incorporated  in  the  settlement  by  means  of  a  recital; 
and  consequently  it  conveys  notice  of  the  will.  The  par- 
ties, therefore,  who  derive  title  under  the  settlement,  must 
have  had  notice  of  the  trusts  for  the  testator^s  children ; 
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and  it  was  incumbent  upon  them  to  see  that  the  purchase         1836. 

money  for  the  trust  estate  had  been  bond, fide  paid  to  the 

proper  person.     Besides,   they   had  notice  through  the 

medium  of  their  solicitors,  not  merely  of  the  trusts  of  the 

will,  but  that  the  money  secured  by  bond  as  a  collateral 

security  for  part  of  the  purchase  money  had   not  been 

paid.    It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  they  cannot  insist  on  the 

want  of  notice,  and  that  the  lien  remains.     The  vendor 

remains  owner  till  all  the  purchase  money  is  paid.     The 

purcbaser  giving  a    bond  for  payment  of  the  purchase 

money  does  not  discharge  the  estate.     Abel  Lloyd  might 

at  any  time  have  resorted  to  the  estate.     He  stood  in  the 

mere  situation  of  a  trustee,  selling  it  for  other  persons. 

His  cestui  que  trusts  may  work  out  their  equities  through 

him,  to  have  the  purchase  money  raised  out  of  the  estate. 

The  persons  claiming  under  John  Lloyd  have  no  better 

title  than  be  had,  and  he  had  no  title  to  an  estate  other 

than  an  estate  charged  with  the  purchase  money. 

Mr.  Ombler,  for  the  defendants  in  the  same  interest 
with  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Duckworth,  for  other  defendants. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Tennant,  for  the  trustees  and  infant 
children  of  John  Lloyd. — The  infant  children  of  John 
Lloyd  are  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without 
notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  willr  The  original  decree  must 
have  decided  this  point.  It  must  have  been  founded  on  the 
hypothesis  that  there  was  no  lien ;  otherwise  it  would  have 
declared  the  estate  liable  to  make  up  the  deficiency  by  sale 
or  mortgage.  The  plaintiffs  ask  the  same  benefit  by  their 
original  bill  as  they  do  now ;  and  they  cannot  raise  the 
question  by  supplemental  bill.  This  is  in  fact  the  same 
case  as  was  heard  before  the  Chief  Baron  in  18S6;  and 

VOL.  II.  R  EQ.  EX« 
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1836.         without  a  rehearing,   the  Court  cannot  depart  from  the 
equity  which  was  then  administered. 

But  supposing  there  were  no  decree,  the  question  would 
be,  whether,  under  thecircumstances  disclosed,  tlie  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage  of  John  Lloyd  can  be  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  their  mother's  marriage  contract,  when  she 
became  the  wife  of  their  father.  There  is  no  iiuthority 
for  saying  that  the  children  are  bound  by  the  notice.to 
John  Lloyd.  In  order  to  bind  them,  it  must  be  shewn  that 
the  mother  or  her  guardian  had  notice.  What  could  the 
notice  amount  to  ?  That  part  of  the  purchase  money  was 
not  paid,  but  a  security  taken.  Why  could  not  those 
parties  take  a  security?  The  testator  directed  the  estate 
to  be  converted  into  money.  It  was  therefore  the  duty 
of  the  trustee  to  pay  the  purchase  money  to  the  executor, 
to  be  placed  upon  such  security  as  he  might  approve.  The 
executor  had  a  right  to  invest  the  money  on  bond  or  mort- 
gage, if  he  pleased  ;  taking  upon  himself  the  responsibility 
of  that  security.  Here,  the  executor  approved  the  secu- 
rity which  was  offered,  and  was,  as  well  as  Abel  Lloyd,  a 
party  to  the  deed  of  conveyance.  Robert  Davies,  the 
testator's  eldest  son,  was  also  of  age,  and  accepted  the  se- 
curity. 

It  appears  from  the  will  that  the  purchaser  was  not 
to  be  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase 
money,  but  that  the  receipt  of  the  trustee  was  to  be  t 
sufficient  discharge  to  the  purchaser.  The  marriage  con- 
sideration made  this  a  puichase.  [Alderson,  B. — The 
purchaser  was  not  hound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
purchase  money,  but  here  there  was  no  receipt  of  the 
money.]  The  receipt  indorsed  on  the  conveyance  would 
be  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  money  in  favour  of  all 
persons  except  John  Lloyd.  Those  who  contract  with 
John  Lloyd  are  not  to  be  affected  by  his  misrepresenta- 
tions. He  represents  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  property* 
He  covenants  that  he  will^  within  one  year,  grant  tht  pre- 
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mises  ta  secure  a  jointure  for  his  wife  and  a  provision  for  1^36. 
his  children.  Being  owner  only  of  an  equitable  interest 
in  the  property,  he  gets  an  absolute  conveyance,  and  when 
afterwards  called  upon  to  complete  his  marriage  contract, 
he  does  so  by  a  settlement  reciting  the  deed  of  1817, 
which  purports  to  be  the  absolute  conveyance.  Amongst 
the  parties  actually  joining  in  the  deed  of  settlement  are 
the  trustee,  executor,  and  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator, 
who  are  also  parties  to  the  deed  of  1817.  [/Uderson^  B. — 
When  John  Lloyd,  in  1814,  contracted  to  settle  the  pro- 
perty, he  had  not  paid  the  purchase  money.  Afterwards 
he  is  called  upon  to  settle  such  estate  as  he  had  when  he 
contracted.]  Our  only  notice  is,  that  he  claims  to  be  owner 
of  the  estate.  When  called  upon,  he  shews  what  satisfies  a 
conveyancer  that  he  is  so,  namely,  the  receipt  for  the  pur- 
chase money,  and  that  all  the  proper  parties  have  joined 
ID  the  instruments  of  conveyance.  There  was  no  fraud  in 
the  wife,  and  she  and  her  children  ouc^ht  not  to  suffer  for 
the  acts  of  Abel  Lloyd,  against  whom  they  have  no  remedy. 
They  do  not  call  on  the  Court  to  aid  them  in  enforcing 
their  own  rights,  but  to  defend  them  against  parties  seek- 
ing to  deprive  them  of  their  rights.  Those  parties  could 
not  stand  an  instant  in  a  court  of  law ;  why,  then,  should 
a  court  of  equity  interfere  in  their  favour  ?  The  trustees 
fop  the  widow  and  children  having  obtained  the  legal 
estate  in  1820,  it  is  immaterial  what  notice  they  had  before 
that  time.  Besides,  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  will  is  not 
notice  that  the  purchase  money  has  not  been  paid. 

Mr.  Simpiinson^  in  reply. — It  is  said  that  the  point  in 
issue  has  been  already  adjudicated,  and  that  no  supple- 
mental bill  will  lie.  That  is  not  so ;  because  neither  John 
Lloyd,  nor  the  trustees,  nor  the  parties  claiming  under  John 
Lloyd^  were  ever  before  the  Court.  The  bill  could  not, 
therefore!  by  possibility  raise  the  question  of  lien.  Then, 
has  the  quei^tion  of  li^n  been  displaced  ?    They  admits 

r2 
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1836.  that  if  John  Lloyd  had  been  a  purchaser  on  his  own  be- 
half, and  they  claimed  under  him  as  volunteers,  they  could 
not  be  in  a  better  situation  than  he;  but  then  they  say 
that  his  children  are  purchasers  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion^ and  that  the  marriage  consideration  is  the  highest; 
that,  therefore,  they  are  not  to  be  affected,  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  the  mother,  or  some  one  who  had  the  charge 
of  her  interests  when  the  settlement  was  made,  had  notice. 
That  argument  would  be  good,  either  if  the  will  was  out  of 
the  question,  or  they  had  no  notice  of  the  will,  and  supposing 
that  under  the  terms  of  the  will  a  derivative  purchaser 
was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  original  purchase  money  being 
paid.  But  the  mere  contract  antecedent  to  the  settlement 
will  be  nothing  in  favour  of  the  children,  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  at  the  time  of  the  actual  execution  of  the 
settlement  the  parties  had  no  notice.  When  a  purchase 
for  a  valuable  consideration  is  pleaded,  it  is  not  enough  to 
say  that  there  was  no  notice  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of 
the  money :  it  must  be  averred  that  there  was  none  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  conveyance.  Now,  whether 
the  wife  had  notice  or  not  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  articles,  it  is  clear,  that  at  the  time  of  the  settlement 
all  the  parties  had  notice.  No  one  can  read  the  convey- 
ance and  settlement  without  coming  to  that  conclusion. 

The  clause  in  the  will  relieving  the  purchaser  from  the 
necessity  of  seeing  to  the  application  of  the  purchase 
money,  only  applies  to  money  actually  paid.  Both  the 
original  and  the  derivative  purchaser  are  bound  to  see  to 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  Here,  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  purchase  money  was  left  outstanding  upon  a 
collateral  security ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  purchaser  was 
bound  to  see  that  it  was  paid  to  the  parties  entitled  to  it. 


Dec.  12M.  Aldersok,  B. — The  only  question  in  this  case  is — ^whe- 
ther the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  claim  a  lien  on  the  estate 
of  the  late  John  Davies  to  the  amount  of  895/«  lis*  5d. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  S4d 

The  estate  belonged  originally  to  John  Davies,  by  whose  1836. 
will  it  was  devised  to  Abel  Lloyd  and  Robert  KyfBni  in 
trust  to  raise  by  mortgage  or  sale  the  amount  due  to  David 
Davies ;  and,  if  sold,  to  divide  the  residue,  after  David 
Davies's  debt  was  paid,  between  the  testator's  children. 
Under  this  power  the  estate  was  bargained  to  be  sold  by 
Abel  Lfloyd  and  Robert  Kyffin  to  Hugh  Hughes,  as  agent 
for  John  Lloyd,  for  the  sum  of  2,2i&L  14«.  6d. ;  and  after- 
wards, in  1817,  by  a  deed  of  release,  which  recited  the  will 
of  John  Davies,  the  amount  of  the  debt  with  interest  then 
due  to  DavidDavies,  and  all  the  other  material  facts,  the 
estate  in  question  was  conveyed  by  Abel  Lloyd,  therein 
described  as  the  surviving  devisee  for  sale  under  the  will 
of  John  Davies,  to  John  Lloyd  and  his  trustees. 

In  point  of  fact,  the  whole  purchase  money  was  not 
paid,  but  only  the  debt  due  to  David  Davies,  and  a 
portion  of  the  residue,  the  whole  of  which  was  devisable 
amongst  the  children  of  John  Davies  under  his  will.  The 
remainder,  being  the  sum  of  895/.  lis.  5</.,  was  secured 
by  the  joint  bond  of  John  Lloyd  and  David  Davies.  Now, 
for  this  amount  there  was  clearly  at  that  time  a  lien  on  the 
estate  sold. 

John  Lloyd,  as  a  party  to  this  transaction,  had,  of  course, 
full  knowledge  of  the  will  of  John  Davies,  and  of  this 
breach  of  trust,  in  leaving  a  part  of  the  purchase-money 
thus  unpaid  ;  and  if  the  defendants  are  volunteers  claiming 
under  him,  they  will  be  in  the  same  situation  in  which  he 
would  have  been.  As  to  him,  it  is  not  doubted  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  the  lien  on  the  estate  now 
claimed  by  them. 

But  the  case  of  the  defendants  is  twofold.  First — They 
say  that  this  question  has  already  been  decided  by  this 
Court.  I  think,  however,  that  this  was  not  so ;  neither 
John  Lloyd  nor  his  descendants  were  then  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  this  point  could  not  properly  have  come  before 
the  Court :  this,  therefore,  is  not  a  good  defence.     But 
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18dd.        she  has  a  power  of  appointment  over  a  blended  fiind  of 

^  real  and  personal  estate,  and  she  proposes  to  exercise  that 

0.  power  in  favour  of  the  several  legatees  named.     After 

GftBTTON  

setting  out  the  power  at  full  length,  she  says, ''  Therefore 
I  give,  devise/'  &c.,  all  the  property,  real  and  personal, 
comprised  in  the  power,  to  George  Gretton,  upon  certain 
trusts.  The  first  trust  is  to  permit  her  husband  to  receive 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estates  for  his  life,  *'  sub- 
ject as  hereinafter  mentioned:"  then  follows  a  trust  to 
raise  4000A,  for  a  son  or  daughter,  should  there  be  any, 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage  of 
those  estates ;  and  upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  ahe 
devises  the  estates  to  such  son  or  daughter  in  fee.  It  is 
insisted  that  the  words  ^'  subject  as  hereinafter  men- 
tioned," must  be  confined  to  this  direction  to  raise  the 
4000/.,  and  do  not  apply  to  any  thing  afterwards.  That 
cannot  be  so ;  because,  as  between  the  husband  and  the 
party  entitled  to  the  reversion,  the  4000/.  would  be  a 
charge  upon  the  carpus  of  the  estate,  and  not  merely  upon 
the  husband's  life  interest  The  testatrix  then  proceeds 
to  dispose  of  her  property,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no 
children.  In  that  event,  she  makes  a  clear  and  absolute 
disposition  of  the  whole  blended  property  to  her  husband^ 
and  what  comes  afterwards  must  be  considered  as  carved 
out  of  that  interest  She  gives  the  whole  property  to  him, 
subject  to  the  charges  in  favour  of  the  sisters ;  subject 
*'  also"  to  the  legacies  to  Collins  arid  the  plaintiff,  Mrs* 
Nyssen.  The  word  **  also"  has  the  effect  of  excepting 
those  legacies  from  the  operation  of  the  previous  devise 
to  the  husband.  [The  Lord  Cldqf  Baron. — That  argu- 
ment would  fail,  if  the  devise  to  the  husband  did  not  take 
effect].  In  that  case  the  legatees  would  take  under  the 
previous  words,  *'  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned.**  But 
even  supposing  the  legacies  to  Collins  and  Mrs.  Nyssen 
to  be  substantive  bequests,  entirely  independent  of  the 
devise  to  the  husband,  they  are  given  after  a  previous 
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dupoBitioii  of  a  blended  fund  of  realty  and  personalty,         1896. 
md  that  shews  that,  they  were  intended  to  be  charged        NrsfSN 

Ml  the  realty.     Notwithstanding  the  opinion  of  the  Court  «• 

Orstton* 
in  Kightley  v.  Kightley,  there  is  no  difference  between 

lebts  and  legacies  in  an  implied  charge  upon  real  estate  by 
vill :  fVUUams  v.  Chitty  (a).  The  case  of  Parker  v. 
Feamley  has  been  cited  to  shew  that  the  blending  of  the 
fimd  is  immaterial  f  but  there  the  testatrix  expressly 
lirected  that  the  legacies  should  be  paid  "  by  her  executor 
iiereinafter  named/'  which  was  no  more  than  a  direction 
JO  pay  them  in  the  usual  manner.  In  Kidney  v.  Cous- 
naier(n),  it  is  expressly  laid  down  by  Lord  TAurhw^ 
Imt  where  a  testator  combines  real  with  personal  pro- 
perty, all  the  burthens  of  the  personal  property  are  put 
ipon  the  real  property  so  combined  with  it.  If  you 
Snd  the  two  kinds  of  property  combined,  you  must 
xmdude  that  the  testator  combined  them  for  one  pur- 
[>ose«  The  case  of  Bench  v.  Biles  settles  the  question. 
rhere>  the  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
a  his  wife  for  life ;  and  after  her  death  bequeathed  various 
egades,  and  gave  all  the  rest>  residue,  and  remainder  of 
lis  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  two  nephews,  share  and 
thare  alike,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
issigna.  There  was  nothing  stronger  in  favour  of  the 
duurge  in  that  case  than  there  is  here.  There  was  a 
listinct  and  independent  bequest  of  pecuniary  legacies. 
t  is  true,  that  the  devise  was  of  the  rest  and  residue ;  but 
hat  was  equivalent  to  a  devise  of  the  whole  blended 
bud,  taking  out  enough  to  satisfy  the  pecuniary  bequest ; 
ind  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  that  view 
»f  the  question.  In  that  case  the  testator  gave  a  part  of 
he  fund,  and  then  gave  the  residue :  here,  she  gives  the 
phole,  and  then  gives  a  part  out  of  it.  There  is  no  sub- 
stantial difference  between  the  two  cases. 

{a)  3  Vcs.  551.  (b)  1  VcB.  jun.  444. 
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1836.  Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply. — In  Kidney  v.  Cknismakerf  a  sale 

of  the  real  estate  was  directed,  and  the  words  of  the 
Court  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  the  case  where  real 
estate  is  to  be  converted  into  money.  It  is  a  mistake  to 
call  thb  a  miied  fund.  The  testatrix  had«  under  the  will 
of  her  father^  power  to  dispose  of  real  and  personal  estate. 
She  might  have  passed  each  separately,  and  had  not  a 
mere  power  to  dispose  of  it  as  a  mixed  fund.  The  deTise 
of  real  estate  is  a  specific  devise,  though  of  the  whole. 
This  is  a  devise  of  real  estate  quoad  the  real  estate,  and 
of  the  personal  estate  quoad  the  personal  estate^  There 
is  no  forming  of  a  single  fund  for  a  particular  purpose, 
but  a  gift  of  all  she  had  to  give.  The  cases  which  have 
been  cited  went  upon  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  give 
» the  devisee  of  the  residue  only  that  which  was  left  after 
payment  of  legacies.  That  intention  was  apparent  in  the 
cases  of  Bench  v.  Biles,  and  Cole  v.  Turner ;  and  accord- 
ingly the  real  estate  was  held  chargeable.  In  the  former 
of  these  cases  the  Court  certainly  speaks  of  a  blended 
fund,  but  that  is  an  inaccurate  expression.  [The  Lord 
Chief  Baron. — I  wish  to  see  the  principle  contended  for 
on  the  other  side  put  in  relief,  and  not  mixed  up  with  other 
circumstances.  Suppose  a  person  devises  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  his  executor,  and  then  gives  legacies  to 
A.,  B.,  and  C. ;  would  the  executor  be  trustee  of  the  real 
estate  for  the  legatees  ?]  According  to  Parker  v.  Feamley, 
he  would  not.  There  must  be  express  words,  beyond  the 
mere  gift  of  both  properties  to  one  individual,  to  make  the 
real  estate  chargeable  with  legacies.  Then  the  question 
is,  whether  such  express  words  exist  in  the  present  wilL 
The  whole  property,  real  and  personal,  is  given  to  a 
trustee,  his  heirs,  &c.,  upon  trust  for  the  husband  for  life, 
"  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned."  Now,  if  those  words 
had  been  meant  to  extend  to  every  thing  coming  after- 
wards, they  would  have  been  fixed  to  the  estate  of  the 
trustees,  and  not  to  that  of  the  husband.   But  they  clearly 
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eference  only  to  the  life  estate  of  the  husband ;  and        1836. 
ipears  more  plainly,  when  it  is  seen  that  afterwards,       Nysibn 
ismg  the  property  to  the  children  upon  the  death  of  v- 

ittband,  the  testatrix  drops  the  word  "  subject" 
ther,  and  devises  it  to  them  absolutely.  Then,  again, 
erent  of  having  no  son  or  daughter,  she  charges  the 
id's  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  sisters.  That  was 
1  enough ;  for  there  might  be  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
1  one  case  and  not  in  the  other;  yet  that  might  be  a 
for  her  not  charging  this  particular  legacy  upon  it. 

)  Lord  Chief  Baron. — Upon  looking  at  the  will  and  Nov,  22nd. 
7eral  cases  cited,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  suffi- 
n  this  will  to  justify  me  in  declaring  that  the  legacy 
stion  was  a  charge  on  the  real  estate.  It  has  always 
red  to  me  very  idle,  to  look  at  cases  upon  the  con- 
on  of  wills,  for  the  purpose  of  finding  a  precise 
lent  for  that  which  is  under  discussion.  All  that  can 
ie  is,  to  find  what  general  principle  of  law  is  appli- 
and  then  it  must  be  determined,  from  the  particular 
istances  of  each  case,  how  far  that  principle  is  to  be 
ii!bd.  I  have  looked  at  the  several  cases,  and  I  find 
vo  rules  which  govern  them  which  are  not  rules  of 
notion,  but  of  law.  One  is,  (what  is  familiar  to  every 
that,  primd/acie,  all  legacies  are  paid  out  of  the  per- 
estate ;  the  other  is,  that  if  it  appears  to  be  the  in- 
1  of  the  testator,  as  collected  from  his  will,  that  the 
38  should  be  charged  on  real  estate,  then  they  should 
urged  on  the  real  estate.  Whether  the  testator  so 
ed  depends  on  particular  expressions  of  doubtful 
:ter  appearing  in  the  will,  and  the  Judge  determines 
oint  according  to  the  language  of  the  will;  not 
ling  to  any  rule  of  law,  but  as  he  would  construe  the 
ion  of  a  party  from  any  other  document  laid  before 

las  been  said,  and  truly,  that,  where  a  testator  gives 
al  and  personal  estate  to  one  individual,  subject  to 
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1836.  legacies,  that  makes  tlie  real  as  well  as  the  personal  estate 
a  fund  for  the  payment  of  those  legacies.  Again,  where  a 
person  bequeaths  legacies,  and  afterwards  derises  the  rest 
and  residue  of  his  real  estate,  after  |)ayment  o£  his  debts 
and  legacies,  that  is  a  ground  upon  which  it  is  xeasonabk 
to  suppose  that  he  intended  to  bequeath.. his  real  estate 
subject  to  the  payment  of  I^acies.  A  variety  of  examples 
might  be  put,  in  which  the  precise  expressions  of  the 
testator  might  affect  the  construction  of  the  will  in  thii 
respect.  If  a  man  left  legacies  generally,  and  then  left  his 
real  and  personal  property  to  an  individual,  it  would  not 
from  thence  be  inferred  that  be  meant  to  charge  them  on  his 
real  estate ;  but  if  he  left  legacies,  and  devised  his  real  and 
personal  property  to  his  executor,  and  directed  his  executor 
to  see  the  legacies  paid,  you  would  infer  from  that  direc- 
tion given  to  the  person  to  whom  he  left  all  the  real  estate, 
that  he  meant  to  charge  them  on  the  real  estate. 

I  can  find  no  case  precisely  like  the  present  It  was 
contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that  wherever  the  testator 
leaves  the  whole  real  and  personal  estate  embodied  in  one 
bequest  to  one  individual,  that  is  a  principle  to  determine 
that  the  legacies  left  afterwards  are  to  come  out  of  the 
real  estate.  I  own  I  can  find  no  such  principle  in  any  of 
the  authorities.  The  case  of  Bench  v.  Biles,  not  only  in- 
volved the  circumstance  of  the  whole  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  being  devised  to  one  party,  but  it  contained 
a  direction  that  that  whole  should  be  paid  to  him  after 
payment  of  legacies.  In  the  present  case  the  ground  of 
my  decision  is  taken  from  the  whole  will.  In  the  first 
place,  this  is  not  properly  a  will,  but  an  instrument  in  exe- 
cution  of  a  power.  It  is  executed  by  a  married  woman, 
and  she  recites  a  power  given  to  her  under  the  will  of  her 
father.  All  his  estates,  real  and  personal,  bad  been  vested 
in  a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  paying  his  wife  an  annuityi 
and  other  objects :  and  then  it  contains  a  power  to  her  to 
appoint  the  whole  to  whom  she  pleases.  The  whole  bail 
been  blended  in  one  fund  by  the  settlement  of  her  ancestor. 
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1  what  she  does  is,  to  execute  the  po#er.    She  in  fact      ^^^^*^ 
fee  the  whole  to  her  husband  for  life ;  and  in  case  she       ntiibn 
fee  any  child,  son  or  daughter,  she  means  them  to      grbtton. 
76  it  absolutely  after  her  husband's  death.    In  case  she 
I  DO  son  or  daughter,  she  gives  the  whole  to  her  bus- 
sd — ^that  is  the  effect  of  it — "  subject  as  hereinafter 
Dtioned.**    Subject  to  what  ?    All  that  comes  afterwards 
ist  be  taken  out  of  the  fund  so  left  to  the  husband. 
len,  in  case  she  has  a  child,  son  or  daughter,  she  directs 
dOL   to  be  raised  out  of  the  estate  for  that  son  or 
aghter.     If  she  has  no  son  or  daughter,  she  directs  that 
r  husband,  having  the  whole  estate  absolutely,  shall  pay 
OL  to  each  of  his  sisters,  and  then  she  gives  the  legacies 
question  to  the  two  persons  named,  who  say  that  the 
»rds  **  subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned,**  extend  to  the 
lole  property.     I  see  no  reason  why  they  should  not  ex- 
id  to  the  whole.     It  was  ingeniously  argued  by  Mr. 
fteler,  that  those  words  ought  not  to  be  considered  as 
plying  to  the  whole,  because,  in  the  devise  to  the  sisters, 
e  testatrix  uses  the  wosd  **  subject*'  again.     But  it  ap- 
art to  me  that  the  case  stands  thus: — She  gives  the 
lole  estate  to  her  husband  in  case  she  should  leave  no 
ildren  living  at  her  death,  they  being  the  first  objects  of 
r  bounty ;  but  in  that  contingency,  she  gives  it  to  her 
isband  subject  to  a  charge  in  favour  of  his  sisters.     Now 
e  legacies  to  the  sisters  are  conditional,  and  depend  on  his 
▼ing  an  estate  in  fee.     If  he  had  not  the  fee,  they  would 
t  nothing.     Therefore,  when  she  came  to  dispose  of  the 
s  to  her  husband  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children, 
e  thought  it  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  the  charge  in 
rour  of  the  sisters,  to  introduce  the  word  '^subject** 
;ain.     But  if,  after  charging  the  real  estate,  first  with  the 
WL,  and  afterwards,  in  another  event,  with  the  several 
ma  of  100/.,  she  intended  that  the  plaintiff's  legacy 
oold  not  be  chargeable  upon  it,  why  did  she  not  use 
Dguage  to  that  effect  ?     In  point  of  construction,  the 
«ond  word  *^  subject'*  comes  before  the  legacy  to  the  sis- 
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NY88EN 

V. 

Gretton. 


ters«  and  after  the  bequest  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  ^ 
andf  therefore,  I  see  no  reason  why  I  should  not  limit  its 
operation  to  that  legacy.  The  testatrix  doubted  whether 
the  estate  in  fee  of  the  husband  would  be  subject  to  his 
sisters*  legacies  if  she  omitted  to  use  words  for  that  pm^ 
pose;  therefore,  in  the  second  instance,  she  uses  the 
word  subject  as  applicable  to  that  bequest  alone*  But 
the  legacy  to  Mrs.  Nyssen  is  absolute  and  unconditional, 
and  must  be  paid,  whether  the  husband  has  a  life  estate, 
or  an  estate  in  fee.  Upon  these  grounds,  not  thinking  thai 
this  case  is  precisely  like  any  other  upon  the  same  point,  it 
appears  to  me  that  I  must  overrule  the  demurrer. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


'^  ??'t-  D AVI  Es  V.  Thomas. 

Dec.  13m. 

An  estote  was  JoHN  DAVIES,  by  his  will  reciting  that  he  had 
teet,  upon  ^t  purcliascd  the  hereditaments  and  premises  after  described, 
by  sale  or  mort-  ^nd  that,  to  enable  him  to  complete  such  purchase,  he 

gage,  to  dia- 

charge  a  specific  had  borrowed  from  his  brother,  the  defendant,  David 
apply  the  resi-     Davies,  the  sum  of  9112.,  gave  and  devised  all  his  mes- 

due  for  the 
benefit  of  the 
testator's  chil- 
dren. A.  pur- 
chased the  es- 
tate ofthe  sur- 
viving trustee 
(who  was  A.'8 
ftther),  but  left 
the  purchase 
money  (except 
what  was  re- 
quired to  satisfy 
the  debt)  un- 
paid, giving  his  bond  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  it  Between  the  timt  of  the  con- 
tract and  the  actual  conveyance  of  the  premises,  A.  entered  into  marriage  articles,  whereby  be 
covenanted  to  settle  the  premises  upon  his  intended  wife  and  her  issue.  After  A.'a  meniage  and 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  a  settlement  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  articles.  The  settle- 
ment recited  the  conveyance,  and  the  conveyance  referred  to  the  will  i^-Held,  that  the  aettkeaeot 
conveyed  notice  of  the  will,  and  that  such  notice  was  binding  on  the  wife  and  children  of  A., 
although  the  articles  were  silent  as  to  the  will;  consequently,  that  the  testator's  children  were 
entitled,  as  against  the  children  of  A.,  to  a  lien  on  the  estate,  to  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money 
left  unpaid. 

A  party  claiming  to  be  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  under  a  marriage 
contract,  must  shew  that  he  had  no  notice  at  the  tiqie  of  the  setilewunt;  proof  that  he  had  no 
notice  at  the  time  of  the  articles  u  not  suflfident. 


suages,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  parish  of 
Eglwysfach,  in  the  county  of  Denbigh,  to  Abel  Lloyd 
and  Robert  Kyffin,  since  deceased,  to  mortgage  or  sell, 
and  pay  the  said  sum  of  911/.  and  interest  thereon,  and 
divide  the  produce  of  such  sale,  and  also  his  personal 
estate,  between  his,  the  testator's,  wife  and  children, 
provided  that  if  his  wife  should   marry  before   all  his 
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children  should  attain  twenty-one,  (which  she  did),  she  1836. 
should  derive  no  benefit  under  his  will.  The  will  contained 
a  clause  that  the  trustees'  receipts  should  be  a  sufficient  dis- 
cbarge to  the  purchaser  for  the  purchase  money  to  be  paid 
for  the  premises,  and  that  the  purchaser  should  not  be 
bound  to  see  to  the  application  thereof.  The  testator 
appointed  his  wife  and  David  Davies  executors  of  his 
will. 

The  testator  died  ip  January,  1819,  leaving  several 
children.  David  Davies  proved  the  will.  In  1814^  Abel 
Lloyd  and  Robert  Kyffin  contracted  to  sell  the  estate  to 
John  Lloyd,  the  son  of  Abel  Lloyd,  for  the  sum  of 
2^4SL  I4rs.  GcL,  and  he  was  let  into  possession. 

By  articles  dated  the  11th  August,  1815,  which  was 
after  the  above-mentioned  contract  for  purchase  by  John 
Lloyd,  but  before  the  premises  were  actually  conveyed  to 
him,  Abel  Lloyd  and  John  Lloyd,  in  contemplation  of  a 
marriage  which  was  shortly  afterwards  had  between  John 
Lloyd  and  Elizabeth  Jones,  an  infant,  covenanted  that  they 
would,  within  a  year  after  the  celebration  of  the  marriage, 
convey  the  premises  to  the  use  of  John  Lloyd  for  his  life, 
with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  the  contingent  re- 
nuunders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  the 
term  of  500  years,  for  raising  1000/.  for  portioning  the 
younger  children  of  the  marriage,  with  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail,  with 
remainder  to  the  use  of  the  daughters  of  the  marriage  in 
tail. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  1st  and  Snd 
May»  1817,  to  which  David  Davies,  the  executor,  and  Ro- 
bert Davies,  the  eldest  son  of  the  testator,  were  parties, 
the  premises  were  conveyed  by  Abel  Lloyd  to  John  Lloyd 
b  fee.  The  consideration  for  that  eonveyanoe  was  ex- 
pressed to  be  the  sum  of  2^4^21.  lis.  6d. ;  but  the  only 
part  of  the  purchase-money  actually  paid  or  settled  in 
•Gcoont,  was  the  sum  of  1,S49/^  3s.  IcL,  which  sum  con- 
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1836.        sisted  of  the  debt  of  991/.  due  to  David  Ekavies^  and  the 
"     '  accumulations  of  interest  thereon.    The  remainder  of  the 

Dayim 

ih  purchase-money,  amounting  to  895iL  1  Is.  5dL,  was  never 

paid  by  John  Lloyd;  but,  as  a  collateral  security  for  that 
sukn,  he  executed  a  bond  to  that  amount  to  Abel  Lloyd, 
who  was  then  the  surviving  trustee.  In  that  bond,  which 
bore  date  the  2nd  May,  1817,  David  Davies  joined  as  a 
surety. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  settlement,  dated 
the  1 1th  and  12th  August,  1820,  and  executed  after  the 
marriage  of  John  Lloyd,  the  premises  in  question  wett 
conveyed  to  trustees  to  uses,  in  pursuance  of  the  articles. 
David  Davies  and  Robert  Davies  were  parties  to  that  set- 
tlement. 

In  1822,  the  younger  children  of  the  testator,  John 
Davies,  instituted  a  suit  in  this  court,  praying  an  account 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  of  the  rents,  profits, 
and  produce  of  his  real  estate,  and  that  their  respective 
shares  in  the  residue  might  be  paid  or  secured  to  them. 
In  that  suit,  Abel  Lloyd,  David  Davies,  and  Robert  Davies, 
were  defendants;  and  in  February,  1826,  it  was,  amoi^st 
other  things,  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  defendant, 
Abel  Lloyd,  should  forthwith  proceed  to  recover  and  get 
in  the  principal  and  interest  due  from  John  Lloyd,  and  the 
defendant,  David  Davies,  upon  the  bond  of  the  2nd  of 
May,  1817,  and  in  case  the  defendant,  Abel  Lloyd,  should 
not  within  three  months  from  the  date  of  that  decree  pro- 
ceed to  recover  and  get  in  the  same,  then  it  was  ordered 
that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  at  Uberty  to  use  the  name  of 
the  defendant,  Abel  Lloyd,  and  to  institute  such  proceed- 
ings in  his  name  as  they  should  be  advised  for  therecoveiy 
thereof. 

In  September,  1826,  John  Lloyd  died  intestate,  leaving 
his  widow  (formerly  Elizabeth  Jones)  and  two  children  of 
their  marriage,  surviving  him.  Upon  this,  the  lustion  di* 
rected  by  the  decree  to  be  brought  against  John  Lloyd, 
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was  brought  against  his  widow  as  hii  administratrix;  1836. 
bot  for  default  of  assets  of  the  intestate,  nothing  was  re- 
ODTered  in  the  action.  An  action,  as  directed  by  the  de- 
cree, was  also  brought  against  David  Dayies,  but  he  took 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtdrs*  Act,  and  nothing  was 
recoverable  from  his  estate. 
'In  May,  18S8,  Abel  Lloyd  died  insolvent. 

The  present  bill,  which  was  dne  of  revivbr  and  supple- 
ment, was  ffled  for  the  piApose  of  eitabliibhing  a  lien  claimed 
by  the  children  of  John  Da  vies,  upon  his  estate,  to  the 
amount  of  S95L  lis.  6d,,  the  residue  of  the  purchase* 
money  due  from  John  Lloyd.  The  plaintiffs  were  such  of 
the  children  of  John  Davies  as  were  infants  at  the  time 
of  decree  in  the  original  suit  The  defendants,  in  ad- 
didon  to  those  in  the  original  bill,  or  their  representa* 
tivea,  were  the  other  children  of  John  Davies,  the  infant 
cfaildrenr  of  John  Lloyd,  and  the  trustees  under  John 
Lloyd's  marriage  settlement. 

The  bill  charged,  that  when  the  marriage  articles  were 
entered  into,  John  Lloyd  had  notice  that  his  father, 
Abel  Lloyd,  had  no  title  to  the  premises,  other  than  as 
one  of  the  trustees  for  sale  under  the  will  of  the  testator 
John  Davies,  and  that  he  had  no  power  to  contract  to  set- 
tie  the  same ;  and  that  John  Lloyd  had  also  notice,  that 
the  children  of  the  testator  were  entitled  to  the  surplus 
prodoce  of  the  sale  of  the  premises. 

In  support  of  this  charge  it  appeared,  that  in  the  deed 
of  release  of  the  Snd  May,  1817,  Abel  Lloyd  was  describ- 
ed as  "  surviving  devisee  in  trust  fbr  sale  under  the  will 
of  the  said  John  Davies  ;**  and  that  this  deed  of  release 
was  recited  in  the  subsequent  indenture  of  settlement  of 
the  IStii  August,  1820.  It  likewise  appeared  that  Messrs. 
John  and  Edward  Oldfield,  with  full  notice  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  John  Davies,  acted  as  the  solicitors  of  Abel 
Lkrfd  and  John  Lloyd  in  relation  to  this  purchase,  that 
they  prepared  the  deeds  of  conveyance,  and  likewise  pre- 
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1886.  pared  and  were  attestiog  witnesses  to  the  bond ;  and  that 
one  of  them,  John  Oldfield,  was  a  trustee  under  the  set- 
tlement. Mr.  Edward  Oldfield  in  his  examination  stated, 
that  although  a  receipt  for  the  whole  purchase  money  wu 
endorsed  on  the  deed  of  the  2nd  May,  ISIT,  he  could  not 
say  that  any  portion  of  the  same  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  that  deed,  or  at  any  other  time,  actuaDy 
paid  by  John  Lloyd  to  Abel  Lloyd ;  and  he  believed  that 
the  sum  of  895L  lis.  5d.,  for  which  John  Lloyd's  bond 
was  given,  was  part  of  the  money  purporting  by  such  en* 
dorsement  to  have  been  paid  by  John  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Koe  for  the  bilL — ^Abel  Lloyd 
had  no  interest  in  the  premises,  except  as  a  devisee  hi  trusty 
under  the  will  of  the  testator.  He  had  no  right  to  enter  into 
such  an  agreement  as  he  entered  into  with  his  son.  The 
purchase  money  under  that  agreement  hss  not  been  aD 
paid ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  lien  which  once  exist* 
ed  on  the  estate  for  the  deficiency,  can  be  said  to  have  been 
discharged.  In  that  respect,  the  articles  of  settlement  can 
have  but  little  effect ;  for  even  if  the  parties  were  pur- 
chasers for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  mere 
articles  would  not  entitle  them  to  insist  upon  such  a  plea; 
there  must  be  an  actual  conveyance.  It  is  no  answer  to 
such  a  claim  as  this  to  say,  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
there  was  no  notice ;  the  party  must  shew  that  he  bad  no 
notice  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance. 

John  Lloyd  must  have  had  notice  not  only  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  but  also  that  the  purchase  money  was  not  paid ; 
and  all  parties  cldming  under  him  must  be  held  to  have  had 
constructive  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  wilL  The  purchase 
deed  of  May,  1817,  refers  to  the  will  That  deed  ia  vir- 
tually incorporated  in  the  settlement  by  means  of  a  recital; 
and  consequently  it  conveys  notice  of  the  will.  The  par* 
ties,  therefore,  who  derive  title  under  the  settlement,  must 
have  had  notice  of  the  trusts  for  the  te8tator*8  children ; 
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and  it  was  incumbent  upon  them  to  see  that  the  purchase         1836. 

money  for  the  trust  estate  had  been  bond, fide  paid  to  the 

proper  person.     Besides,   they  had  notice  through  the 

medium  of  their  solicitors,  not  merely  of  the  trusts  of  the 

will,  but  that  the  money  secured  by  bond  as  a  collateral 

•ecurity  for  part  of  the  purchase  money  had   not  been 

paid.    It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  they  cannot  insist  on  the 

want  of  notice,  and  that  the  lien  remains.     The  vendor 

remains  owner  till  all  the  purchase  money  is  paid.     The 

purchaser  giving  a    bond  for  payment  of  the  purchase 

money  does  not  discharge  the  estate.     Abel  Lloyd  might 

at  any  time  have  resorted  to  the  estate.     He  stood  in  the 

mere  situation  of  a  trustee,  selling  it  for  other  persons. 

His  cestui  que  trusts  may  work  out  their  equities  through 

him,  to  have  the  purchase  money  raised  out  of  the  estate. 

The  persons  claiming  under  John  Lloyd  have  no  better 

title  than  he  had,  and  he  had  no  title  to  an  estate  other 

than  an  estate  charged  with  the  purchase  money. 

Mr.  Ombler,  for  the  defendants  in  the  same  interest 
with  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Duckworth^  for  other  defendants. 

Mr.  Temple  BXkA  Mr.  Tennanty  for  the  trustees  and  infant 
children  of  John  Lloyd. — The  infant  children  of  John 
Lloyd  are  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without 
notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  wilU  The  original  decree  must 
have  decided  this  point.  It  must  have  been  founded  on  the 
hypothesis  that  there  was  no  lien ;  otherwise  it  would  have 
declared  the  estate  liable  to  make  up  the  deficiency  by  sale 
or  mortgage.  The  plaintiffs  ask  the  same  benefit  by  their 
original  bill  as  they  do  now ;  and  they  cannot  raise  the 
question  by  supplemental  bill.  This  is  in  fact  the  same 
case  as  was  heard  before  the  Chief  Baron  in  1826;  and 
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1836.         without  a  rehearing,  the  Court  cannot  depart  from  the 
equity  which  was  then  administered. 

But  supposing  there  were  no  decree,  the  question  would 
be^  whether,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed^  the  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage  of  John  Lloyd  can  be  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  their  mother's  marriage  contract,  when  she 
became  the  wife  of  their  father.  There  is  no  fiuthority 
for  saying  that  the  children  are  bound  by  the  notice  to 
John  Lloyd.  In  order  to  bind  them,  it  must  be  shewn  that 
the  mother  or  her  guardian  had  notice.  What  could  the 
notice  amount  to  ?  That  part  of  the  purchase  money  was 
not  paid^  but  a  security  taken.  Why  could  not  thqee 
parties  take  a  security  ?  The  testator  directed  the  estate 
to  be  converted  into  money.  It  was  therefore  the  duty 
of  the  trustee  to  pay  the  purchase  money  to  the  executoTj 
to  be  placed  upon  such  security  as  he  might  approve.  The 
executor  had  a  right  to  invest  the  money  on  bond  or  mort- 
gage, if  he  pleased  ;  taking  upon  himself  the  responsibility 
of  that  security.  Here,  the  executor  approved  the  secu- 
rity which  was  offered,  and  was,  as  well  as  Abel  Lloyd,  a 
party  to  the  deed  of  conveyance.  Robert  Davies,  the 
testator's  eldest  son,  was  also  of  age,  and  accepted  the  se- 
curity. 

It  appears  from  the  will  thc'it  the  purchaser  was  not 
to  be  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the  purchase 
money,  but  that  the  receipt  of  the  trustee  was  to  be  a 
sufficient  discharge  to  the  purchaser.  The  marriage  con- 
sideration made  this  a  purchase.  [Aldersom,  B. — The 
purchaser  was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  application  of  the 
purchase  money,  but  here  there  was  no  receipt  of  the 
money.]  The  receipt  indorsed  on  the  conveyance  would 
be  evidence  of  the  payment  of  the  money  in  favour  of  all 
persons  except  John  Lloyd.  Those  who  contract  with 
John  Lloyd  are  not  to  be  affected  by  his  misrepreaenU* 
tions*  He  represents  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  property. 
He  covenants  that  he  will^  within  one  year,  grant  ikt  pre- 
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mises  ta  secure  a  jointure  for  bis  wife  and  a  provision  for  1^36. 
Ills  children.  Being  owner  only  of  an  equitable  interest 
ID  the  property,  he  gets  an  absolute  conveyance,  and  when 
afterwards  called  upon  to  complete  his  marriage  contract, 
be  does  bo  by  a  settlement  reciting  the  deed  of  1817, 
which  purQprts  to  be  the  absolute  conveyance.  Amongst 
the  parties  actually  joining  in  the  deed  of  settlement  are 
the  trustee,  executor,  and  the  heir>-at-law  of  the  testator, 
who  are  also  parties  to  the  deed  of  1817.  {Alderson,  B. — 
When  John  L)oyd,  in  1814,  contracted  to  settle  the  pro- 
perty, he  had  not  paid  the  purchase  money.  Afterwards 
he  18  called  upon  to  settle  such  estate  as  he  had  when  he 
contracted.]  Our  only  notice  is,  that  he  claims  to  be  owner 
of  the  estate.  When  called  upon,  he  shews  what  satisfies  a 
conveyancer  that  he  is  so,  namely,  the  receipt  for  the  pur- 
chase money,  and  that  all  the  proper  parties  have  joined 
in  the  instruments  of  conveyance.  There  was  no  fraud  in 
the  wife,  and  she  and  her  children  ought  not  to  suflfer  for 
the  acts  of  Abe)  Lloyd,  against  whom  they  have  no  remedy. 
They  do  not  call  on  the  Court  to  aid  them  in  enforcing 
their  own  rights,  but  to  defend  tliem  against  parties  seek- 
ing to  deprive  them  Qf  their  rights.  Those  parties  could 
not  stand  an  instant  in  a  court  of  law;  why,  then,  should 
a  court  of  equity  interfere  in  their  favour  ?  The  trustees 
fop  the  widow  and  children  having  obtained  the  legal 
estate  in  1820,  it  is  immaterial  what  notice  they  had  before 
that  time.  Besides,  notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  will  is  not 
notice  that  the  purchase  money  has  not  been  paid. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. — It  is  said  that  the  point  in 
issue  has  been  already  adjudicated,  and  that  no  supple- 
mental bill  will  lie.  That  is  not  so ;  because  neither  John 
Lloyd,  nor  the  trustees,  nor  the  parties  claiming  under  John 
Uoyd,  were  ever  before  the  Court.  The  bill  could  not, 
therefore,  by  possibility  raise  the  question  of  lien.  Then, 
baa  the  question  pf  li/en  been  displaced  ?    They  admit, 
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1836.  that  if  John  Lloyd  had  been  a  purchaser  on  his  own  be- 
hair,  and  they  claimed  under  him  as  volunteers,  they  could 
not  be  in  a  better  situation  than  he ;  but  then  they  say 
that  his  children  are  purchasers  for  a  Taluable  considera- 
tion,  and  that  the  marriage  consideration  is  the  highest; 
that,  therefore,  they  are  not  to  be  affected,  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  the  mother,  or  some  one  who  had  the  charge 
of  her  interests  when  the  settlement  was  made,  had  notice. 
That  argument  would  be  good,  either  if  the  will  was  out  of 
the  question,  or  they  had  no  notice  of  the  will,  and  supposing 
that  under  the  terms  of  the  will  a  derivative  purchaser 
was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  original  purchase  money  being 
paid.  But  the  mere  contract  antecedent  to  the  settlement 
will  be  nothing  in  favour  of  the  children,  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  at  the  time  of  the  actual  execution  of  the 
settlement  the  parties  had  no  notice.  When  a  purchase 
for  a  valuable  consideration  is  pleaded,  it  is  not  enough  to 
say  that  there  was  no  notice  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of 
the  money :  it  must  be  averred  that  there  was  none  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  conveyance.  Now,  whether 
the  wife  had  notice  or  not  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  articles,  it  is  clear,  that  at  the  time  of  the  settlement 
all  the  parties  had  notice.  No  one  can  read  the  convey- 
ance and  settlement  without  coming  to  that  conclusion. 

The  clause  in  the  will  relieving  the  purchaser  from  the 
necessity  of  s^eeing  to  the  application  of  the  purchase 
money,  only  applies  to  money  actually  paid.  Both  the 
original  and  the  derivative  purchaser  are  bound  to  see  to 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money.  Here,  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  purchase  money  was  left  outstanding  upon  a 
collateral  security ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  purchaser  was 
bound  to  see  that  it  was  paid  to  the  parties  entitled  to  it. 

Dec.  12M.  Alderson,  B. — The  only  question  in  this  case  is — ^whe- 
ther the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  claim  a  lien  on  the  estate 
of  the  late  John  Davies  to  the  amoimt  of  895/.  lis.  5<L 
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The  estate  belonged  originally  to  John  Davies^  by  whose  1836. 
will  it  was  devised  to  Abel  Lloyd  and  Robert  Kyffin^  in 
trust  to  raise  by  mortgage  or  sale  the  amount  due  to  David 
Davies ;  and,  if  sold,  to  divide  the  residue,  after  David 
Davies's  debt  was  paid,  between  the  testator's  children. 
Under  this  power  the  estate  was  bargained  to  be  sold  by 
Abel  Lloyd  and  Robert  Kyffin  to  Hugh  Hughes,  as  agent 
for  John  Lloyd,  for  the  sum  of  2,24&L  14«.  6d. ;  and  after- 
wards, in  1817,  by  a  deed  of  release,  which  recited  the  will 
of  John  Davies,  the  amount  of  the  debt  with  interest  then 
due  to  DavidDavies,  and  all  the  other  material  facts,  the 
estate  in  question  was  conveyed  by  Abel  Lloyd,  therein 
described  as  the  surviving  devisee  for  sale  under  the  will 
of  John  Davies,  to  John  Lloyd  and  his  trustees. 

In  point  of  fact,  the  whole  purchase  money  was  not 
paid,  but  only  the  debt  due  to  David  Davies,  and  a 
portion  of  the  residue,  the  whole  of  which  was  devisable 
amongst  the  children  of  John  Davies  under  his  will.  The 
remainder,  being  the  sum  of  895/.  11^.  5d.,  was  secured 
by  the  joint  bond  of  John  Lloyd  and  David  Davies.  Now, 
for  this  amount  there  was  clearly  at  that  time  a  lien  on  the 
estate  sold. 

John  Lloyd,  as  a  party  to  this  transaction,  had,  of  course, 
full  knowledge  of  the  will  of  John  Davies,  and  of  this 
breach  of  trust,  in  leaving  a  part  of  the  purchase-money 
thus  unpaid  ;  and  if  the  defendants  are  volunteers  claiming 
under  him,  they  will  be  in  the  same  situation  in  which  he 
would  have  been.  As  to  him,  it  is  not  doubted  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to  the  lien  on  the  estate  now 
claimed  by  them. 

But  the  case  of  the  defendants  is  twofold.  First — They 
say  that  this  question  has  already  been  decided  by  this 
Court.  I  think,  however,  that  this  was  not  so ;  neither 
John  Lloyd  nor  his  descendants  were  then  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  this  point  could  not  properly  have  come  before 
the  Court :  this,  therefore,  is  not  a  good  defence.     But 
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1836.  then^  secondly,  it  was  urjired  that  the  children  of  John 
Lloyd  are  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration  and 
without  notice,  and  therefore  are  entitled  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.  This  mnrriage,  it  may  be  admitted, 
was  a  valuable  consideration;  and  if  the  marriage  took 
place^  and  the  settlement  was  made  without  notice  of  the 
will  of  John  Davies^  and  of  the  money  not  having  been 
paid,  the  case  would  be  different.  I  delayed  my  judgment 
on  this  point  till  I  could  examine  the  deeds. 

The  articles,  previous  to  the  marriage,  are  dated  in  1815, 
and  by  them  there  is  an  engagement  to  convey  these  estates 
to  certain  uses  thereinafter  stated.  No  notice  is  there 
taken  of  John  Davies's  will.  At  that  time  there  had  been 
no  conveyance,  nor  any  money  paid  for  the  estate  in  ques- 
tion, nor  the  bond  given  for  the  residue :  this  took  place 
subsequently,  in  1817. 

The  settlement  itself  was  executed  in  1820,  and  after 
the  marriage.  It  is  true  that  this,  being  in  pursuance  of 
previous  articles,  could  not  be  voluntary.  But  here,  in  the 
settlement  itself,  there  was,  I  think,  sufficient  notice ;  for 
the  will  of  John  Davies  is  distinctly  referred  to  in  it,  and 
that  ought  to  have  led  the  parties  to  make  the  requisite 
inquiries ;  and  if  that  had  been  done,  they  would  have 
found  that  there  was  a  lien  on  the  estate  for  the  residue 
of  the  purchase  money.  This,  therefore,  is  equivalent  to 
notice ;  and  this  second  defence  also  fails.  The  decree 
must  therefore  contain  a  declaration  as  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff*  of  the  existence  of  the  lien. 

This  was  the  only  point  in  dispute  argued  before  me. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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Clarke  v.  Clarke.  June  29M, 

X  HIS  was  a  bill  by  a  rector  against  the  occupier  of  a  The  reasonable- 
farm,  praying  an  account  and  satisfaction  of  tithes  of  va-  ourevcry"enth 
rious  tithable  matters,  amongst  which  were  turnips.     The  ^uniip,  instead 

,  .     of  every  tenth 

plaintiff  had  been  in  the  habit  of  compounding  for  his  heap  of  tamips, 
tithes.    In  1833,  the  defendant,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  mast  depend"' 
amount  of  the  composition,  applied  for  a  reduction,  but  u'^^.u  ^***!'^*'^' 
bis  request  was  refused.     Disputes  afterwards  took  place  of  tithing,  the 

parson  has  an 

between  the  parlies,  and  the  defendant  was  called  upon  tt>  opportunity  of 
set  out  his  tithes.     Instead,  however,  of  setting  out  the  ^*efs  foirly  * 
tarnips  in  heaps,  he  threw  out  every  tenth  turnip.     The  ■*'<*"^ 
rector's  tithingman  refused  to  take  the  tithe  in  this  form. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Monro,  for  the  plaintiff,  con-* 
tended  that  this  mode  of  setting  out  the  tithe  o(  turnips 
was  not  allowable ;  observing,  that  the  law  upon  that  point 
was  settled  by  the  case  of  Beaumont  v.  Shilcoi  (a). 

Mr.  Bolder  and  Mr.  Walker ^  for  the  defendant. — In 
JBeatnnont  v.  Shepheril,  the  bill  was  dismissed  :  the  deci« 
won,  therefore,  in  that  case  is  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
^Another  case,  however,  that  of  Blarney  v.  Whitaker  (6), 
9eems  conclusive  as  to  the  defendant's  right  to  set  out  the 
tithe  turnips  in  heaps.     The  observations  of  Lord  Mans* 
^Jield  and  Mr.  Justice  Buller  in  that  case  are  very  strong, 
^o  fraud  is  imputed  to  the  defendant.     The  plaintiff's 
own  tithe-gatherer  does  not  venture  to  say  that  the  tithe 
was  not  fairly  set  out :  all  he  says  is,  that  one  or  two  tur- 
nips were  damaged.     The  only  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant  bond  fide  drew  the  turnips  for  the  feeding  of  his 
cattle.     If  he  did,  he  has  a  right  to  set  out  the  tithe  in 

(a)  3  QmU.  944;  2  £.  &  Y.         (6)  3Dougl.  183;  10  East,  12, 
22&  cited. 
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1836.         this  manner.     [Alderson,  B. — I  agree  to  the  principle  laid 
.    '^         down   in   the  case    in  Douglas,  that  the  farmer  is  not 
V.  bound  to  expend  more  labour  upon  the  parson's  turnips 

than  on  his  own.  On  the  other  hand,  the  tithe-owner  has  a 
right  to  have  an  opportunity  of  seeing  that  the  tithe  is 
fairly  set  out.  Now,  if  this  mode  of  tithing  be  adopted, 
is  the  parson  capable  of  seeing  whether  the  tenth  turnip 
is  of  a  medium  size  ?  A  custom  in  the  parish,  in  regard 
to  this,  would  of  course  bind  the  parties ;  but  otherwise 
this  mode  seems  to  me  to  be  open  to  fraud].  At  all  events, 
this  manner  of  tithing  is  recognised  in  the  cases  cited. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  in  reply. 

Alderson,  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  question 
whether,  in  the  absence  of  any  customary  mode  of  tithing, 
and  under  all  the  circumstances  of  tliis  case,  this  was  a 
reasonable  mode  of  setting  out  the  tithe,  must  depend 
upon  the  fact,  as  to  the  parson  having  had  an  opportunity 
of  seeing  it  set  out  fairly.  Every  such  case  must  depend 
upon  its  own  circumstances.  If  the  quantity  of  turnips 
drawn  be  large,  this  may  not  be  a  reasonable  way  of  set- 
ting out  the  tithe ;  if  the  quantity  drawn  be  small,  it  may 
be  the  most  reasonable  way.  It  may  be  reasonable  to  set 
out  the  turnips  in  rows.  Any  mode  by  which  one  party 
sets  out  the  tithe  so  as  to  enable  the  other  party  to  see 
that  it  is  fairly  done,  is  the  right  mode.  I  shall  look  into 
the  evidence,  to  see  how  that  principle  applies  here. 

Julj/  7th.  On  this  day  his  Lordship  said   he  had  examined  the 

evidence,  and  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  decree  upon  this 
point  must  be  for  the  plaintiff.  ^ 

Decree  accordingly. 
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Webb  r.  Lugar.  Jyly  6M. 

^  Dec.  12. 

ISOME  time  previously  to  the  year  ITSG^  the  Archdeacon  A  testator, 

of  Colchester  granted  to  one  Lee  Warley  a  lease  for  three  fee  of  a  (arm  in 

years  of  the  parsonage  and  rectorial  tithes  of  Ardleigh,  in  in^'be"^^  ^f,^'' 

the  county  of  Essex;  which  lease  was,  in  the  year  1736,  posseswdofa 

lease  for  liyes 

purchased  of  Warley  by  William  Lugar.  The  purchaser  of  the  rectorial 
being  at  that  time  owner  in  fee  of  a  farm  at  Ardleigh,  parithl^devtsed 
called  Badley  Hall  farm,  the  purchase  was  made  in  the   thefurm  tohis 

•^  'I-  nephews  m  tail 

name  of  his  brother,  James  Lugar,  to  whom  the  lease  was  male,  and  the 

lestfe  to  his 

duly  assigned,  in  trust  for  William  Lugar.  Soon  after-  brother  J.,  hit 
wards  James  Lugar  executed  a  declaration  of  trust,  to  the  S^g|i^7or»**" 
effect  that  the  lease  was  purchased  with  the  proper  monies  *****  «M»gn«t 

*  *  ,  upon  condition 

of  William  Lugar,  and  that  he,  James  Lugar,  held  it  only  that  his  said 
as  trustee  for  his  brother.  executors/ ad- 

The  original  lease  given  to  Lee  Warley  contained  no  3  alT°"' 
covenant  for  renewal,   but  the  assignment   to  William  owners  or  occu- 

-»  /»     II    I  1  .  /.  T         ^xT     1       •       pie"  of  the 

X«ugar  was  of  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  Lee  Warley  m  said  parsonage, 
the  parsonage  and  tithes,  with  benefit  of  renewal  of  the  ^j^*  gbouW*" 
lease,  &c.  »^/"j!"»" 

after  bis  de- 
William  Lugar  died  in  1752,  seised  of  the  Badley  Hall   cease,  free  and 

Arm,    and    possessed    of    the    before-mentioned   lease,   ^id  farm  from 

Shortly  before   his  death    he  devised   the  Badley  Hall   ^Jh^,*Xch^ 

Arm  in  moieties  to  his  two  nephews  in  tail  male,  and  he   should  be  pay- 
able out  of  the 
^ave  and  devised  all  his  estates,  rights,  and  interest  in  and   tame  to  the 

to  the  parsonage  of  Ardleigh  aforesaid,  with  the  houses,  occupier  of  Se 

barns,  stables,  lands,  tithes,  perquisites,  privileges,  and  p^f«>n««e  «»<! 

appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging,  unto  his  brother,  said.    J.  sur- 

James  Lugar,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  tator,  and 

but  upon  this  condition,  nevertheless,  that  his  said  brother,  ^^^^^  \ni\it 

James  Lugar,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  i^ase  to  his 

four  sons,  who 
took  several 
renewals,  and  in  1782  assigned  the  existing  lease,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  A.  B.,  with 
notice  of  the  trusts  of  the  will : — Held,  that  a  party  to  whom  the  tithes  were  bequeathed  by  the 
will  of  A.  B.,  and  who  took  a  renewal  of  the  lease  in  1817,  held  the  renewed  lease  upon  the  trusts 
of  the  will ;  consequently,  that  he  had  no  title  to  the  tithes  of  the  farm,  and  that  the  owner  of  the 
&rm  waa  not  bound  to  contribute  to  the  renewal  fines. 


it. 
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owners  or  occupiers  of  the  said  parsonage,  tithes,  and  pre- 
mises, should  at  all  times,  after  his  decease,  free  and  dis* 
charge  all  and  every  his  said  farm  and  lands  called  Badley 
Hail  of  and  from  all  manner  of  tithes  and  portions  of 
tithe  which  should  arise  and  be  payable  Out  of  the  same 
to  the  said  owner  or  occupier  of  the  parsonage  and  tithes 
of  Ardleigh  aforesaid. 

James  Lugar  survived  the  testator,  and  died  in  1755, 
leaving  his  interest  in  the  lease  to  his  four  sons,  who  from 
time  to  time  obtained  renewals  of  the  leases,  the  particu- 
lars of  which  are  stated  in  the  judgment.  It  appeared 
from  the  recitals  in  the  renewed  leases  that  they  were  ex- 
ecuted in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of  the  old  leases. 

In  1782,  the  parties  entitled  to  the  lease  under  the  will 
of  James  Lugar  assigned  it  for  a  valuable  consideration 
to  Abraham  Newman,  who  thereupon  held  it,  as  to  three- 
fourths,  for  his  own  benefit,  and  as  to  the  remaining  one* 
fourth  in  trust  for  cne  Marshall  Lugar. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  claiming  title 
under  the  will  of  Abraham  Newman,  and  by  purehase 
from  Marshall  Lugar,  against  the  defendant,  as  the  owner 
and  occupier  of  the  Badley  Hall  farm,  to  recoTer  the 
tithes  of  that  property.  The  nature  of  the  defence  was, 
that  under  the  will  of  William  Lugar  the  Badley  Hall 
farm  was  exempt  from  the  payment  of  tithes,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  must  be  considered  as  having  had  notice  of  such 
exemption.  The  circumstances  of  notice  are  stated  iii 
the  arguments  and  judgment. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  on  admissions. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  (with  whom  was  Mr.  J.  Russell)  tot  thi 
plaintiff. — The  words  of  the  will  were  binding  only  durin 
the  continuance  of  the  lease  which  then  existed,  and  do  n 
apply  to  the  individual  who  is  now  the  owner  and  purchai 
of  the  tithes  of  Ardleigh.     This  is  not  like  a  coven 
running  with  the  land,  and  binding  the  party  in  occupat? 


LUGAR. 
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At  the  time  the  testator  made  his  will,  he  contemplated         183ri. 
merely  the  existing  lease.     He  knew  that  the  only  interest 

wT  EBB 

h^  had  was  in  the  tht'ee  lives.     Indeed,  he  could  not  bind  v. 

fnfure  lessees,  for  he  had  no  right  to  compel  the  Arch- 
deacon to  renew*  After  the  lives  had  run  out,  the  occupiers 
of  the  Badley  Hall  farm  could  not  compel  the  lessees  of 
the  tithes  to  discharge  them.  This  case  is  distinguishable 
from  that  where  a  tenant  for  life,  under  a  renewable  lease, 
renews,  and  says  he  wdl  not  hold  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
parties  entitled  to  renew.  Here  the  parties  in  possession 
of  the  Badley  Hall  farm  were  strangers.  It  is  said  that 
the  assignment  was  made  by  Lee  Warley  to  William 
Lagar^  with  benefit  of  renewal;  but  there  is  no  covenant 
to  renew  in  the  lease  of  1736.  If  the  words  of  condition 
contained  in  this  will  are  to  apply  to  the  renewed  leases, 
the  consequence  will  be  to  exempt  Badley  Hall  farm  from 
the  payment  of  tith^  for  all  period  of  time.  The  de- 
fendant contends  that  those  words  operate  by  estoppel 
against  the  claim  of  the  present  occupiers  of  the  parsonage. 
They  cannot  however  have  that  effect,  because  they 
amount  only  to  a  condition  imposed  upon  the  party:  they 
create  no  trust  benefiting  the  party  in  possession  of  the 
Badley  Hall  farm  at  the  expense  of  the  owner  of  the  tithes. 
Another  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  can  avail 
himself  of  this  defence  without  proving  that  the  plaintiff* 
had  notice  of  the  condition  in  the  wilL  The  plaintiff  is 
in  the  ordinary  situation  of  a  party  who  appears  in  a  court 
of  equity,  having  paid  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice;  he  cannot  therefore  be  amoved  from  his  own 
rights.  Although  James  Lugar  executed  the  declaration 
of  trust,  it  does  not  appear  that  Abraham  Newman,  who 
purchased  the  lease  in  178S,  had  notice  of  the  declaration 
of  trust,  or  the  condition.  The  same  observation  applies 
to  the  plaintiff  when  he  purchased  the  remaining  one-fourth 
in  ISi^T. 

This  is  a  bill  filed  by  a  party  in  his  legal  right.    The 
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1836.        lessee  of  a  rector  appears  in  equity  as  in  law ;  the  bill  for 
_  tithes  being  a  mere  action  of  account.     There  can  be  no 

«•  defence  therefore  in  equity  which  cannot  be  set  up  at  law. 

The  present  defence  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  taken  these 
tithes  upon  a  condition  which  he  is  bound  to  fulfil;  bat 
that  would  be  no  defence  at  law,  and  is,  therefore,  no  de- 
fence in  equity.  The  defendant,  it  is  true,  might  have 
filed  a  cross  bill,  alleging  himself  to  be  interested  in  the 
tithes  of  the  Badley  Hall  farm,  but  in  that  case  he  must 
have  contributed  to  the  fines  which  the  parties  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  the  parsonage  are  bound  to  pay. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.Lovat,  for  the  defendant. — The 
argument  relative  to  the  necessity  of  filing  a  cross  bill 
cannot  be  maintained  for  a  moment,  for  no  cestui  que  irusi 
can  be  compelled  by  his  trustee  to  take  that  course.  The 
real  question  is — ^whether  the  plaintiff,  who  is  now  the 
lessee  of  the  rectory,  and  who  claims  through  the  parties 
deriving  title  under  the  will  of  William  Lugar,  has  not 
taken  the  lease  subject  to  the  trusts  of  that  will.  Let  us 
first  take  the  case  as  if  it  were  a  question  between  the  de- 
fendant and  a  devisee  of  James  Lugar.  Wiiether  the  words 
of  the  will  amount  to  a  condition  or  a  trust  is  immaterial. 
In  either  case  the  court  will  carry  the  testator's  intention 
into  effect.  It  is  true  that  the  will  does  not  expressly 
allude  to  a  renewal ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  in  the 
assignment  to  Abraham  Newman  the  word  renewal  is  men- 
tioned. But  that  will  not  affect  the  question,  for  the  re- 
newal of  the  former  lease  is  the  renewal  of  the  trusts  of 
that  lease.  It  is  indisputable  that,  during  the  continuance 
of  the  former  lease,  James  Lugar,  and  those  claiming  under 
him,  were  bound  to  exonerate  the  farm  from  the  payment 
of  these  tithes.  When  that  lease  was  renewed,  the  trusts 
upon  which  it  was  held  were  renewed.  There  are  many 
authorities  to  shew  that  a  person  having  an  interest  in  a 
lease,  and  renewing  it,  takes  the  renewal  for  the  benefit  of 
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all  parties  interested  in  the  former  lease.  It  would  be  a  1836. 
breach  of  trust  for  him  to  treat  for  the  renewal  behind  the 
backs  of  the  parties  interested.  A  tenant  right  of  renewal, 
though  not  a  legale  and  in  some  sense,  not  an  equitable 
right,  is,  under  such  circumstances,  a  subject  to  be  dealt 
with  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  Court  has  frequently  in- 
terfered to  prevent  a  person  having  a  particular  interest  in 
i  lease  from  taking  a  renewal  for  his  own  benefit  alone, 
declaring  him  a  trustee  for  all  the  parties  interested  in  the 
old  lease :  Palmer  v.  Young  (a),  Keech  v.  Sandford  (6), 
Bleteeti  t.  MiUeit  (c),  Feathersionhaugh  v.  Fcnwick  ((/). 
Even  where  a  fresh  lease  has  been  granted  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  former  lease,  that  fresh  lease  has  been 
affected  with  the  trust :  Griffin  v.  Gr{ffin  {e\  Fitzgerald  v. 
Faueonberge{f)f  Moody  v.  Matthews  (g).  Maxwell  y. 
Ashe  (h). 

It  is  submitted,  that  these  authorities  would  be  conclu- 
sive upon  the  question  as  between  the  defendant  and  a 
devisee  of  Jamas  Lugar.  Then,  is  the  case  different  as 
between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  who  claims  under 
Abraham  Newman?  That  turns  upon  the  question  of 
notice.  The  plaintiff  has  the  legal  estate,  and  that  must 
atill  be  affected  by  all  equities  originally  attached  to  it^ 
unless  he  can  protect  himself  by  shewing  that  he  is  a  pur- 
chaser of  that  legal  estate  without  notice.  Now  it  is 
clear  that  Newman  must  have  bad  notice  of  the  trust. 
TThe  leases  from  the  year  1777  to  the  year  1817  are  in 
CTidence.  They  are  of  course  all  renewals,  and  are 
granted  in  consideration  of  the  surrender  of  the  former 
leases.  The  renewed  lease  obtained  by  Newman  recites 
the  will  of  James  Lugar ;  a  circumstance  which  alone  is 
strong  to  shew  that  Newman  had  notice  of  James  Lugar*s 

(a)  1  Vem.  276.  (e)  1  Sch.  &  L.  352. 

(0)  Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  61.  (/)  Fitzgib.  207- 

(c)  7  Bro.  P.  C.  367,  TomL  ed.  {g)  7  Ves.  174. 

(d)  17  Ves.  298.  (A)  Id.  184,  cited. 
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1636.         title.     Another  strong  circumstance  is,  that  a  suit  insti- 
tuted  for  these  very  tithes  by  Abraham  Newman  and  Mar- 

YT  EBB 

V.  shall  Lugar,  in  1787,  was  abandoned,  after  the  same  de- 

fence was  made  by  answer  as  is  now  made.  The  observa- 
tion that  it  would  have  been  incumbent  on  the  defendant, 
if  he  had  filed  a  cross  bill,  to  contribute  to  the  expenses 
of  the  renewal,  is  fully  answered  by  the  cases  of  Moody  r. 
Matthews  and  Maxwell  v.  Ashe ;  and  is  evident,  from  the 
wording  of  the  will,  that  the  testator  must  have  intended 
that  James  Lugar,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  should 
free  the  Bad  ley  Hall  farm  from  tithes  at  their  own  ex- 
pense. 

Mr.  RichardSy  in  reply. — The  cases  of  renewal  by  a  bare 
trustee,  or  by  a  party  who  is  compellable  to  renew,  differ 
widely  from  the  present  case.  Where  a  person  is  a  bare 
trustee  under  a  will  or  settlement,  it  is  his  duty  to  re- 
new for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui  que  trusts.  The  cases 
of  Fitzgerald  v.  FaucoubergCi  and  Monlfwd  v.  Cado* 
gan  (a),  were  of  that  class.  In  Moody  v.  Matthews^  the 
party  who  renewed,  and  who  was  declared  a  trustee,  might 
have  been  compelled,  by  a  court  of  equity,  to  renew.  The 
party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  renewal  was  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  annuity.  The  purchase  deed  contained  an 
express  covenant  that  the  annuity  &>houId  be  charged  upon 
the  leasehold  tithes.  The  husband  of  the  grantor  having 
after  her  death  taken  a  renewal  of  the  lease  with  his  own 
money,  the  question  was,  whether  the  annuity  was  a 
charge  upon  the  renewed  term,  and  Sir  William  Grant 
held  that  it  was;  being  of  opinion  that  the  husband  stood 
in  no  better  situation  in  regard  to  the  annuity  than  the 
wife,  and  might  have  been  compelled  by  a  court  of  equity 
to  renew  the  lease  for  the  benefit  of  the  annuitant.  A 
renewed  lease  is  held  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons, 

(a)  17  Ves.  486. 
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when  either  by  law  or  by  contract  the  party  who  holds  it  1836. 
might  have  been  compelled  to  renew  it  for  their  benefit. 
But  here  there  was  nothing  in  the  will  shewing  that  it  was 
compulsory  on  fjames  Lugar  to  renew  the  lease.  All  that 
he  and  his  executors  had  to  do,  was  to  keep  the  property 
free  from  such  tithes  as  should  be  payable  during  the  exist- 
ing lease.  The  words  ^*  payable  to  the  said  owner  or  occu- 
pier/' refer  to  the  then  owner  or  occupier  of  the  parson- 
age and  tithes.  There  was  no  covenant  by  James  Lugar 
to  reneWy  and  consequently  there  is  no  breach  of  trust  in 
those  who  claim  under  him  if  they  do  not  renew :  Capel  v. 
Wood  (a).  There  is  therefore  no  obligation  upon  them  to 
keep  this  property  free  from  tithes.  To  hold  otherwise 
would  be  to  sanction  a  perpetuity. 

Upon  the  question  of  notice,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court 
cannot  presume  notice  against  a  legal  claim.  The  defend- 
ant says  that  the  plaintiff  must  be  presumed  to  have  had 
notice  of  William  Lugar's  will — but  it  is  difficult  to  say  on 
what  ground;  for,  upon  the  purchase  by  Abraham  New- 
man, it  was  not  necessary  to  see  the  trusts  of  William  Lu- 
gars  will.  James  Lugar's  will  contains  no  reference  to 
that  of  William. 

Alderson,  B. — ^This  case  has  been  brought  before  the  Dec.  12. 
Court  on  admissions — the  question  being,  whether  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  defendant's  farm,  called 
Badley  Halh  The  defendant  sets  up  as  a  defence  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  the  present  bill,  inas- 
much as  he  must  be  considered  in  equity  as  the  trustee  for 
the  defendant  of  the  tithes  of  this  farm. 

It  appears  that  William  Lugar^  in  1752,  was  seised  in 
fee  of  the  farm  in  question,  and  entitled,  as  cestui  que  trust 
(James  Lugar  being  his  trustee),  to  the  interest  in  a  lease 
for  three  lives  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Ardleigh,  in 

(a)  4  Rus8.  500. 
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1836.         which  the  farm  was  situate,  under  the  Archdeacon  of  Col- 
^     '       Chester.     He  made  his  will  in  175-^,  devising  the  farm  in 
9.  moieties  to   diiferent   persons,   and  bequeathing   all   his 

rights  and  interests  in  the  parsonage  and  tithes  to  James 
Lugar,  his  trustee,  on  condition  that  James  Lugar,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  owners  or  occu« 
piers  thereof,  should  at  all  times  after  his  decease  free  the 
farm  from  all  tithes. 

The  defendant,  it  appears,  has  by  several  mesne  convey- 
ances, which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state,  became  entitled, 
through  the  devisees  under  William  Lugar's  will,  to  the 
Badley  Hall  farm. 

James  Lugar,  to  uhom  the  lease  of  tithes  subject  to  the 
above  condition  was  bequeathed,  died  in  1755,  leaving  this 
property  to  his  four  sons,  James,  William,  Francis,  and 
Philip.  In  July,  1755,  a  new  lease  was  obtained  by  the 
four  sons,  and  one  life  having  dropped,  Philip  Lugar's  life 
was  added  to  those  of  Freeman  and  Bradstreet,  who  were 
two  of  the  original  nominees.  In  July,  1761,  a  new  lease 
was  granted  to  Francis  Lugar,  (one  of  the  four  sons),  for 
the  lives  of  Bradstreet,  Philip  Lugar,  and  James  Lugar. 
In  October,  1777,  a  new  lease  was  granted  to  William 
Lugar,  Philip  Lugar,  Marshall  Lugar,  and  William  Har- 
man,  for  three  lives :  namely,  Philip  Lugar,  John  Eyre, 
and  Frederick  Eyre.  It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  all 
the  lives  upon  which  the  estate  depended  when  the  testa- 
tor died)  had  expired  at  some  period  between  1761  and 
1777. 

Afterwards,  Abraham  Newman  having  purchased  three- 
fourths  of  this  lease  in  May,  1782,  the  whole  was  assigned 
to  him,  (in  trust,  however,  as  to  one-fourth,  for  Marshall 
Lugar) ;  and  having  done  this,  he  let  the  whole  to  Marshall 
Lugar,  as  tenant  thereof.  Soon  after  this  a  suit  was  com- 
menced by  Marshall  Lugar  and  Abraham  Newman  against 
Ann  Lugar,  the  occupier  of  Badley  Hall  farm,  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  tithes  thereof;  but  after  answer  put  in,  stating 
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the  above  facts,  the  suit  was  abandoned.  In  the  year  1836. 
]799|  Abraham  Newman  died,  bequeathing  all  his  interest 
(^hree-Fourths)  in  these  tithes  to  the  plaintiff,  who,  in  1817, 
baTing  purchased  of  Marshall  Lugar  the  remaining  one- 
fourth  part,  became  entitled  to  the  whole ;  and  being  so 
entitled,  obtained  a  renewal  of  the  lease  from  Dr.  Jeffer- 
son, Archdeacon  of  Colchester,  in  December,  1817.  That 
lease  is  now  in  force. 

Now,  the  first  question  is,  what  is  the  true  cdnstruction 
to  be  put  on  William  Lugar's  will  ?     Is  it  to  be  considered 
as  a  bequest  on  condition  that  the  estate  should  be  free 
frona  tithes  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease  for  the 
fives  then  in  being,  or  is  it  to  be  taken  in  a  larger  sense  ? 
The  condition  is,  that  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns  shall  at  all  times  free  the  estate.  These  words  are 
general,  and  not  qualified  as  to  time ;  and  when  we  con- 
sider the  nature  of  this  property,  and   the    customary 
mode  of  renewing  on  the  falling  in  of  each  life,  I  cannot 
entertain  any  doubt  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was, 
that  so  long  as  these  tithes  should  belong  to  James  Lugar, 
Mnd  those  claiming  under  him,  so  long  Badley  Hall  should 
be  free  and  discharged  of  tithes  ;  and  that  if  he  or  they 
aassigned  the  lease,  they  should  do  so  subject  to  the  same 
oondition.     This,  then,  gave  the  proprietors  of  Badley 
I-Iall  an  exemption  from  tithes  during  the  continuance  of 
tike  lease,  and  a  special  interest  in  the  renewal  of  it. 

Now,  according  to  a  class  of  cases,  beginning  with  Rawe 
>*.  Chichester  (a),  it  is  laid  down,  that  when  a  lease  of  this 
%ort  is  renewed,  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a  continuation  of 
the  old  lease,  and  all  who  bad  a  special  interest  in  the 
old  lease  take  the  same  special  interest  in  that  which  is 
Renewed.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  a 
volunteer  claiming  under  James  Lugar,  he  could  not  main- 
tidn  the  present  suit;  and,  according  to  the  cases  of  ATao?- 

(a)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  198,  n. 
VOL.  II.  s  EQ.  EY. 
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1856*  weU  V.  Ashe  and  Moody  v.  Mathews^  the  defendant  is  not 
even  bound  to  contribute  towards  the  renewal  fines.  In- 
deed^ I  think  thatj  independently  of  those  authorities^  thf 
principle  alone  ought  to  have  led  me  to  that  conclusion : 
for  if  a  beneficial  interest  Is  given  and  accepted  on  the 
condition  of  an  exemption  at  all  times  from  tithes  being 
conferred  on  this  estate,  why  should  I  add  a  restriction  on 
that  condition  not  mentioned  by  the  testator,  of  a  contri- 
bution to  fliture  fines?  If  this  condition,  taken  simpUciteTf 
made  the  bequest  hot  advantageous,  James  Lugar  might 
have  repudiated  it  altogether. 

But  then  it  is  said  that  the  present  plaintiff  is  a  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice.  No 
doubt  he  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  for 
Nevnnan,  under  whom  he  claims  part,  was  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  and  he  is  himself  the  purchaser 
for  value  of  the  remainder.  But  here,  no  tithes  were  ever 
collected  from  this  estate,  either  between  1752  and  1782^ 
or  between  1782  and  the  present  time.  It  seems  to  me 
that  that  fact  alone  ought  to  have  put  the  parties  on 
making  inquiries,  independently  of  the  recitals  in  the 
deeds,  which  are  also  strong  evidence  on  this  subject.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  parties  here  must  be  considered 
as  purchasers  with  notice. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  what  would  have  been 
the  result  in  case  I  had  come  to  a  different  conclusion  as 
to  the  fact  of  notice..  It  is  quite  sufficient  that  these  par- 
ties stand  in  the  same  situation  as  parties  claiming  as 
volunteers  under  James  Lugar  would  have  done.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  same  result  must  follow  as  was  the  case 
when  the  suit  was  instituted  by  Abraham  Newman  and 
Marshall  Lugar,  and  that  this  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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1836. 

Neate  v.  Latimer.  July  ul 

jL  he  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  a  judgment-creditor  of  the  Where,  as  a 
Duke  of  Marlborough^  who  was  a  defendant  to  this  suit,  ^ney^dnmced 
by  virtue  of  a  bond  executed  to  him  by  the  Duke,  in  the  ^il^'^he 
year  1815,  for  the  sum  of  7000/.,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  creditor  of  A. 

,      •       ,-.!.,  .       ,  ,«,o    n      .A^^»      had  taken  ▼»- 

obtained  a  final  judgment,  m  the  year  1818,  for  14,000/.,  riouabuuof 
debt,  and  158/.  1*.  damages.     That  judgment  was  suf-  "IntTofT?"" 
fered  to  abate,  but  was  revived  in  the  year  1821,  and  kept  P«"onai  pro- 

J  '  *^     perty,  but  had 

on  foot ;  and  in  the  month  of  November,  1824,  the  plaintiff  left  A.  in  the 
sued  out  execution  upon  it.     Under  that  execution,  the  enjoymem!^of" 
Sheriff  of  Oxford  seized  various  goods  and  chattels  at  **»•' P">P«rtyj 

^  upon  a  bill 

Blenheim,  of  which  the  defendant  Latimer  claimed  to  be  filed  hy  a  sub* 
the  lawful  owner  under  divers  bills  of  sale,  assignments,  ment-crediior 
and  other  instruments,  which  he  alleged  to  have  been  ex-  j*n/the"pSor  *** 
ecuted  to  him  for  a  valuable  consideration  by  the  Duke  wcunUei  for 
and  other  persons  authorized  by   him.     Latimer,  in  con-  upon  motion 
sequence  of  this  seizure,  brought  his  action  against  the  thatThe  plaio^ff 
sheriff,  and  obtained  a  verdict.     The  plaintiff,  however,  in  T["  entitled  to 

'  ...  the  production 

18SS,  again  sued  out  execution  on  his  judgment,  and  upon  of  the  several 
the  sheriff  making  a  return  of  nulla  bona,  the  plaintiff,  in  asdgnmentk 
February,  1834,  brought  his  action  against    the  sheriff 
for  a  false  return. 

In  May,  1835,  which  was  pending  the  action  against  the 
sheriff,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  in  this  Court,  praying  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  all  the  bills  of  sale  and  assign- 
ments of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  and  upon  the  mansion- 
house  and  premises  at  Blenheim,  made  and  executed  by 
the  Duke  of  Marlborough  to  the  defendant,  were  void  as 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  same  might  be  delivered 
up  to  bp  cancelled,  and  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what 
was  due  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  judgment,  and  for  his 
debt,  damages,  and  costs;  that  an  account  might  also  be 
taken  of  the  pecuniary  dealings  and  transactions  between 
the  defendant  and  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  since  1823^ 


_    r% 
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1836.  ^  and  in  case  a  balance  were  found  due  to  the  defendant, 
that  an  inquiry  might  be  directed  whether  he  had  any  lien 
or  security  for  it  upon  all  or  any  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
at  Blenheim,  the  plaintiff  offering  to  pay  what,  if  anything, 
might  be  found  due  on  such  security;  that  the  goods  and 
chattels  in  question  might  be  sold,  and  that  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds the  plaintiff  might  be  paid  the  amount  of  his  debt, 
costs,  &c.,  and  what,  if  any  thing,  he  might  pay  to  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  also  that  the  Duke  of  Marlborough's  equit- 
able interest  in  the  property  might  be  applied,  as  far  as  it 
would  extend,  to  the  purposes  of  this  suit. 

The  bill  charged,  that  in  the  year  1824,  and  in  several 
succeeding  years,  several  bills  of  sale  and  assignments  of 
part  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  personal  estate  and  effects, 
in  and  about  the  mansion  and  premises  at  Blenheim,  were 
executed  to  the  defendant  Latimer,  by  or  under  the  direc- 
tions of  the  defendant,  the  Duke  of  Marlborough;  that 
the  same  were  respectively  dated,  &c.,  and  were  made  and 
executed  to  the  defendant  Latimer  without  any  considera- 
tion having  been  paid  or  given  by  him  for  the  same ;  that 
no  part  of  the  said  goods  &c.  had  ever  at  any  time  been 
removed  from  the  said  mansion-house,  but  that  the  Duke 
of  Marlborough  had,  ever  since  the  said  bills  of  sale  and. 
assignments  were  made,  continued  to  use  and  did  then  use^ 
the  same  as  his  own  absolute  property ;  that  all  the  said^ 
bills  of  sale  and  assignments  then  were,  and  always  had^ 
been,  void  and  of  none  effect  in  equity  against  the  plain- 
tiff; that  the  defendants  had  in  their  custody  or  power^ 
and  ought  to  set  forth  a  list  or  schedule  of  the  aforesaidL 
deeds,  bills  of  sale,  &c.,  and  leave  the  same  in  the  hands 
of  their  clerk  in  Court  for  the  usual  purposes. 

The  defendant  Latimer,  by  his  original  answer,  ffilmitted 
that  he  had  in  his  custody,  possession,  or  power,  the  seve- 
ral bills  of  sale  and  assignments  mentioned  in  the  bill.  He 
also  admitted  that  the  defendant,  the  Duke  of  Maribo- 
rough,  had,  ever  since  the  said  bills  of  sale  and  assign- 
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iiients  were  madei  continued  to  use,  and  did  then  use^  the  1896. 
goods  and  chattels  which  were  in  and  upon  the  mansion- 
house  at  Blenheim ;  but  he  denied  that  they  were  used  by 
the  Duke  as  his  absolute  property,  because  they  had  ever 
$ince  been  and  were  then  in  the  possession  of  one  Richard 
Wilson,  who  was  his,  the  defendant  Latimer*s,  servant  and 
agent.  He  further  stated  that  the  bills  of  sale  and  assign- 
ments were  duly  executed  by  all  proper  parties  for  a  full 
and  valuable  consideration,  and  insisted  that  the  same 
were  his  title-deeds ;  and  that,  as  such,  he  was  not  bound 
to  produce  them,  but  that  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of 
SOOO/.,  which  he  alleged  to  be  the  amount  of  his  debt,  he 
was  ready  and  willing  to  deposit  them  in  Court. 

Exceptions  having  been  taken  to  this  answer  for  insuffi- 
ciency, and  those  exceptions  having  been  allowed,  the  de- 
fendant put  in  a  further  answer,  to  which  he  annexed  two 
achedules,  the  first  of  which  contained  a  statement  of  the 
several  bills  of  sale  and  assignments. 

The  plaintiff  now  moved  for  the  production  of  the  bills 
of  sale,  assignments,  and  other  legal  instruments  admitted 
by  the  answers  of  the  defendant  Latimer  to  be  in  his 
possession. 

Mr*  Temple  and  Mr.  Ellison  for  the  motion. — ^The  rule 
that  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice 
cannot  be  compelled  to  discover  his  title-deeds,  does  not 
extend  to  the  mortgage  or  purchase  deed  itself:  Ex  parte 
Caldecott  (a).  The  defendant  insists  that  he  is  a  bondjide 
mortgagee,  and  has  a  lien  on  this  personal  property  for  the 
amount  of  his  advances.  If  that  be  so,  the  Duke  of  Marl* 
borough  would  have  a  right  to  inspect  the  deeds  himself, 
in  order  to  know  the  amount  due  from  him,  and  conse- 
quently a  judgment*creditor  of  his  stands  in  the  same 
situation.    A  mortgagee  never  can  object  to  produce  the 

(a)  Mont.  56. 
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1836.        mortgage  deed.     If  the  plaintiff  amended  hit  bill,   bt 
Neate        might  compel  the  defendant  to  set  out  the  deeds  in  Atee 
V.  verba,  which  would  only  be  creating  useleis  expense.     If 

the  deeds  are  produced,  it  will  appear  in  the  action  against 
the  sheriff  what  goods  are  not  covered  by  these  securities. 
Looking,  however,  at  the  defendant,  not  as  mortgagee,  but 
as  claiming  the  goods  under  the  bills  of  sale,  we  seek  to 
impeach  his  Securities  for  fraud,  and  on  that  ground  have 
a  right  to  their  production.  In  Beckford  v.  Wildman  (a), 
Lord  EldoH  says,  ''  that  where  the  object  of  the  suit  is  to 
destroy  the  deed,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  have  it  pro- 
duced." In  that  case,  the  motion  was  not  acceded  to  as 
being  unusual  in  point  of  form,  but  the  rule  of  practice,  as 
laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon,  is  undisputed :  Babh  v«  Symes(Jb)m 
In  Kennedy  v.  Green  (c)  it  was  held,  that  a  party  who  al- 
leged himself  to  be  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion without  notice  of  fraud  was  bound  to  answer  all  the 
allegations  of  the  bill  tending  to  shew  that  he  had  such 
notice,  and  not  having  so  done,  he  was  ordered  to  produce 
the  purchase  deed.  Here,  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  a  va- 
riety of  questions  relative  to  the  consideration  given  for 
the  assignments,  simply  alleges  that  he  gave  a  valuable  con- 
sideration for  them.  That  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to 
a  bill  charging  want  of  consideration,  and,  on  that  ground, 
the  order  for  production  should  be  made. 

Mr.  Sttnphinson  and  Mr.  C.  Romilly^  contrh. — The  case 
of  Ex  parte  Caldecott  does  not  decide  that  a  deed  of  con- 
veyance to  a  party  is  not  his  title-deed.  The  principle  of 
that  case  is,  that  in  consequence  of  the  privity  of  contract 
between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  mortgagor,  has 
such  an  interest  in  the  mortgage  deed  as  to  be  entitled  to 
call  upon  the  mortgagee  to  produce  it.  The  mortgagor's 
interest  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  and  the  mort- 

(fl)  16  Ves.  438.  {h)  Turn.  &  Russ.  87.  (c)  6  Sim.  6. 
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gagee  is  bis  trustee.  The  plaintiff^  however,  is  not  in  the  1830. 
situation  of  a  mortgagee ;  and  feeling  that  difficulty,  he 
treats  the  bill  in  two  different  characters — first,  as  a  bill  to 
redeem,  and  next  as  a  bill  to^  set  aside  a  conveyance  for 
fraud.  He  asks  that  the  bills  of  sale  may  be  declared  void, 
and  yet,  that  the  Master  may  inquire  whether  the  defendant 
has  any  lien.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — ^The  plaintiff  asks 
for  that  in  case  the  deeds  are  found  valid.]  He  cannot  re« 
deem  at  all  so  long  as  this  imputation  of  the  deeds  remains 
on  the  record.  The  main  object  of  the  bill  is  felearly  to 
impeach  these  securities,  and  taking  it  in  that  light,  this 
case  differs  materially  from  those  which  have  been  cited. 
In  those  cases  the  bill  was  filed  by  a  party  to  the  instru- 
ment :  the  party  himself  impeaching  his  own  instrument. 
But  it  would  be  a  very  different  thing  to  say  that  a  party 
is  entitled  to  call  for  the  inspection  of  the  instrument  for 
the  benefit  of  third  persons.  In  Beckford  v.  Wildman,  all 
that  Lord  Eldon  said  he  could  do  was  to  order  the  deed 
to  be  produced  at  the  hearing.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.-^ 
The  object  there  was  not  to  impeach  the  deed,  but  to  take 
an  account.]  Then,  what  was  said  in  Balsh  v.  Symes  was 
merely  a  loose  dictum,  which,  though  cited  as  authority 
in  the  subsequent  case  of  Tyler  v.  Drayton  (a),  was  not 
acted  upon.  In  the  latter  case,  which  was  a  bill  to  set 
aside  a  conveyance  for  fraud,  Sir  John  Leach  refused  to 
order  the  production  of  the  instrument.  [The  Lord  Chief 
Baron. — ^The  purchase  deed  there  could  have  no  relation 
to  the  plaintiff's  title.]  In  Kennedy  v.  Green,  the  exist* 
enee  of  the  alleged  indorsements  on  the  deeds  not  being 
denied  by  the  defendant,  the  Court  treated  the  case  as  one 
of  suspicion^  and  as  warranting  a  departure  from  the 
general  rule. 

Admitting  that,  as  a  mortgagor  or  judgment-creditor  of 
the  Duke  of  Marlborough,  the  plaintiff  might,  under  some 

(a)  2  8.  &  S.  309. 
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1836.         circumstances,  have  a  right  to  the  production  of  these  in- 
Neatb        Btruments — can  he  insist  upon  such  a  right  while  claim- 

«•  inir,  not  under,  but  against  the  Duke?     He  claims  by  an 

Latimek.  .  . 

adverse  title,  alleging  that  Jie  has  obtained  a  judgment 

which  gives  him  a  lien  on  the  property.     The  cases  upon 

the  subject  depend  upon  contract  or  derivative  contract: 

Sparke  v.  A/ontriou{a),  Posileihwaiie  v.  Bligh{b). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  general  rule  upon  thb 
subject  i&  liable  to  so  many  exceptions,  that  it  is  difficult  to 
know  to  what  cases  it  may  be  applied.  The  general  rule 
is,  that  a  party  is  not  bound  to  produce  his  own  title-deeds 
for  the  inspection  of  his  opponent;  yet,  if  the  party  seek- 
ing their  production  has  an  equal  interest  in  them  with  the 
holder,  that  gives  him  an  equal  right  to  their  production. 
Again,  a  party  is  not  bound  to  produce  title-deeds  which 
are  only  collateral  to  the  title  of  the  party  seeking  their 
production.  A  mortgagee  generally  is  not  bound  to  pro* 
duce  his  title-deeds  without  payment  of  the  money  due  to 
him  ;  but,  suppose  the  mortgagor  says  that  the  mortgage 
deed  has  been  falsified,  and  that  a  larger  sum  has  been 
inserted  in  it  than  he  ever  received  or  intended  to  receive: 
if  he  impeach  it  for  fraud,  in  this  manner,  he  is  entitled  to 
have  that  question  tried  before  he  pays  even  the  sum  which 
he  admits  to  be  due.  But  it  follows,  that  unless  he  has  the 
inspection  of  the  deed  he  may  fail  in  his  object,  because 
he  may  wish  to  take  advantage  of  seme  particular  part  of 
the  instrument.  It  is  clear,  that  if  he  wants  to  know  what 
sum  is  due,  he  is  not  bound  to  trust  to  the  oath  of  the 
mortgagee.  So  that,  in  many  cases,  it  depends  upon  the 
particular  object  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  accomplish, 
whether  he  has  a  right  to  inspect  the  deed  or  not. 

Now,  it  would  be  preposterous  to  say  that  a  first  mort- 
gagee might  be  called  upon  by  the  second  to  produce  his 

(a)  1  Y.  &  C.  103.  (h)  2  Swanst.  266. 
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nortgagei  in  order  that  upon  a  bill  for  foreclosure  the  1836. 
second  mortgagee  might  have  the  advantage  of  impeach- 
bg  the  title  of  the  first.  But  suppose  some  fraud  to  have 
existed  between  the  first  mortgagee  and  the  mortgagor, 
and  that  in  consequenceof  their  representations  the  second 
mortgagee  was  prevailed  upon  to  advance  a  krger  sum 
than  he  otherwise  would  have  done ;  if  he  afterwards  filed 
his  bill  for  a  discovery  of  the  fraud,  and  made  the  first 
mortgagee  a  party  to  the  bill,  unless  the  latter  made 
a  perfect  discovery  of  those  facts,  how  could  a  court  of 
equity  administer  justice  without  calling  upon  him  to  pro- 
duce the  deed  ?  The  second  mortgagee  might  say  to  the 
first  incumbrancer,  *'  When  I  advanced  my  money,  6000L 
was  represented  to  be  due  to  you,  and  now  it  turns  out  to 
be  10,OOOA:  there  must  be  some  collusion  between  you 
and  the  mortgagor,  and  I  desire  discovery."  It  is  possible, 
therefore,  to  suppose  a  case  where  a  court  of  equity  would 
call  upon  a  party  to  disclose  that  deed  from  which  evi- 
dence of  the  fraud  might  be  obtained.  In  the  present 
case  I  do  not  see  in  what  way  a  court  of  equity  could  re*- 
heve  the  plaintifiT,  unless  the  deed  were  brought  into  Court ; 
and  as  it  must  b^  produced  at  some  time  or  other,  why  not 
before  the  hearing  ? 

It  was  said  by  Mr.  Romilly  that  no  imputation  of  fraud 
rests  against  the  defendant  Latimer.  Is  that  so?  He  de- 
nies fraud  generally;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the 
&ct8  on  which  the  allegation  of  fraud  is  founded  are  de- 
nied. The  important  question  is,  whether  Latimer  is  bond 
fide  preventing  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  from  having  the 
personal  enjoyment  of  the  goods  and  chattels  at  Blenheim, 
the  possession  of  which  by  the  Duke  is  a  badge  of  fraud  as 
between  him  and  Latimer.  The  possession  of  goods  not 
going  with  the  title,  has  always  been  admitted  as  a  badge 
of  fraud.  That  has  been  evaded  in  this  case  by  putting  a 
person  in  possession.  Why  is  that  person  in  possession  of 
the  goods  at  Blenheim,  except  for  the  purpose  of  saying 
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1836.        that  the  Duke  is  not  in  possession  ?    But  the  Duke  hm 
the  substantial  benefit  of  the  goods :  he  has  the  entire 
usufruct  of  the  whole.     How  is  that  consistent  with  the 
allegation  that  Latimer  is  in  possession  of  the  wholet  The 
case  is  not  free  from  suspicion*   The  plaintiflT  says — **  The 
fact  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  residing  at  Blenheim  in 
possession  of  goods  upon  which  1  have  a  right  of  execu- 
tion,  as  the  fruit  of  my  judgment,  while  at  the  same  time 
another  party  alleges  that  he  has  the  possession  of  theni» 
is  itself  a  circumstance  which  demands  inquiry ;  therefore 
I  am  not  bound  to  take  the  oath  of  Latimer  as  to  the 
claim  which  he  sets  up.    I  require  an  investigation  of  the 
amount  of  that  claim,  and  the  circumstances  in  which  I 
find  the  goods  placed  justify  the  inquiry."   If  they  had  been 
in  the  possession  of  Latimer  subject  to  the  claim  of  the 
Duke  of  Marlborough  to  redeem,  it  would  have  been  the 
ordinary  case  of  the  first  mortgagee  insisting  upon  his 
prior  right  to  he  redeemed.    But  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case — one  man  having  the  goods  and  another  the 
title  by  assignment — the  plaintiff  may  say,  **  I  am  not  bound 
without  further  inquiry  to  pay  the  8000/.,  and  investigate 
the  matter  afterwards.    Why  should  I  be  liable  to  the  ne* 
cessity  of  filing  another  bill  to  have  the  money  refunded  !" 
Upon  the  whole  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  judg- 
ment which  would  operate  upon  these  goods  except  for 
Latimer's  claim.     A  suspicion  naturally  arises  as  to  the 
nature  of  that  claim  from  the  situation  of  the  goods.     If 
that  situation  is  a  sufficient  badge  of  fraud,  it  is  a  sufll- 
cient  cause  for  investigation.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
the  case  is  conclusive  against  the  defendants,  but  I  think 
there  is  sufficient  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  say  that  he 
ought  not  to  be  bound  by  Latime^s  assertions  without 
production  of  the  deeds.     If  the  case  is  an  honest  one,  I 
see  no  reason  why  he  should  not  produce  them.     I  do  nd 
say  it  is  not  an  honest  case,  but  only  that  there  is  no 
reason  why  he  should  not  produce  the  deeds  if  the  caseii 
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Aee  from  suspicion  or  taint  of  fraud.  He  is  bound,  however,         1836. 

to  produce  them  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff^havingan        ^  "^ 

interest  in  these  goods,  and   having  a  right  to  redeem  «. 

Latimer's  mortgage  upon  payment  of  the  full  amount  due 

to  him,  has  an  interest  in  paring  down  Latimer's  title,  and 

in  reducing  it  to  its  proper  dimensions  before  he  purchases 

it,  and  that  it  is  not  a  case  in  which  Latimer  can  say,  that 

he  is  a  mortgagee  with  respect  to  whom  the  plaintift*  stands 

in  the  situation  of  a  mere  stranger,  or  that  the  plaintiff 

must  satisfy  the  amount  of  his  claim  berorc  he  can  ask  for 

the  production  of  these  deeds.    That,  I  think,  is  not  his 

ease.    The  deeds  therefore  must  be  produced* 

Order  accordingly. 
TAffirmed  in  Dom.  Proc  April  25,  1837.] 


Williams  r.  The  Bank  of  England.  l^w.  5th. 

On  the  11th  August,  1836,  the  plaintiff  obtained  from  DhtHngiu  oh- 

_,_,  .«,.       .  ."xi--.  rr  talned  in  thli 

this  Court  a  wnt  of  distringas  to  restram  the  transfer  ot  Court,  followed 
11«.  Long  Annuities,  standing  in  the  name  of  John  Cal-  |*„^KurtTf 
▼erly  and  his  wife.     On  the  14th  October  following,  Cal-  Chancery,  dii. 

I      1        1    r  c        c  V.      charged  with 

verly  made  an  application  to  the  Bank  for  a  transfer  of  the  eotta. 
stock ;  upon  which  the  Bank  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff, 
that  unless  a  bill  was  filed,  and  an  injunction  obtained  to 
prevent  the  transfer  of  the  stock,  a  transfer  would  be  per- 
mitted. The  plaintiff  then,  after  ascertaining  that  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  was  not  in  town,  filed  his  bill  in  Chan- 
cery on  the  17th  October,  and  on  the  following  day  ob- 
tained an  injunction  from  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

Mr.  Chandless  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Calverly, 
that  the  writ  of  distringas  might  be  discharged,  and  that 
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1836. 
Williams 

9. 

The  Bank  of 
Emolamd. 


the  plaintiff  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  issuing 
and  discharging  the  same.  He  contended  that  obtaining 
a  distringas  in  this  Court,  and  following  it  up  by  proceed- 
ings in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  was  altogether  irregular, 
and  was  in  effect  obtaining  two  injunctions*  He  cited 
Fellows  V.  Bank  of  England  (a),  and  Argent  v.  Bank  of 
England  (6). 


Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Rogers,  contra.— It  is  clear 
from  the  affidavits,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  plain* 
tiff*  to  file  his  bill  in  this  Court,  and  that  he  was  only  pre- 
vented from  so  doing  by  the  absence  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron.  That  distinguishes  this  case  from  Fellows  y.  Bank 
of  England.  There  it  appeared,  from  the  plaintiff**s  own 
affidavit,  that  he  obtained  a  distringas  here  with  the  inten- 
tion of  filing  a  bill  in  Chancery ;  and  such  a  proceeding 
was  looked  upon  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  as  an  abuse  of  the 
process  of  this  Court,  and  accordingly  the  writ  was  dis- 
charged. Here,  upon  receiving  notice  from  the  Bank, 
and  learning  that  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  not  in  town, 
the  plaintiff*  could  do  no  otherwise  than  file  his  bill  in 
Chancery.  Besides,  this  motion  is  altogether  unnecessary, 
because  the  c/j^/ffif^o^  is  not  in  the  nature  of  an  injunction, 
but  operates  only  as  a  notice  to  the  Bank,  which  they  may 
obey  or  not,  as  they  think  expedient.  At  all  events,  upon 
obtaining  the  injunction  the  distringas  became  a  nullity. 
The  plaintiff*  is  a  mere  trustee,  and  ought  not  to  be  made 
to  pay  these  costs. 

Mr.  Chandless  in  reply. 


The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  cannot  agree  that  the 
tringas  is  a  nullity.     The  question  is,  whether  a  party 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  obtain  the  process  of  this  Court,  (the 


(a)  1  YouDge,  385. 


(6)  I  Y.  &  C.  667. 
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eflcct  of  which  would  be,  in  particular  cases,  to  give  ad- 
fantages  to  the  plaintiff  which  he  otherwise  would  not 
possess),  for  the  purpose  of  filing  a  bill  in  another  Court. 
If  this  Court  were  ancillary  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for 
the  purpose  of  holding  property  in  security,  it  would  be 
a  different  question ;  but  where  a  distringas  issues  from 
this  Court,  it  proceeds  on  the  understanding  that  the  party 
is  going  to  carry  on  the  proceedings  here ;  and  it  was  never 
intended  that  a  party  should  have  a  distringas  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer,  in  order  to  arrest  property  in  the  Bank  of 
England,  until  he  files  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery.  I 
cannot  say  but  that  there  might  be  an  extraordinary  case 
where  this  practice  might  be  departed  from,  as,  for  instance, 
the  impossibility  of  obtaining  an  injunction  from  a  Judge  of 
this  Court*  In  the  absence  of  a  Judge  abroad,  as  in  fact 
did  happen  in  the  early  part  of  the  vacation,  such  a  pro- 
ceeding  would  have  been  justifiable.  I  perceive  by  the 
affidavit,  that  though  application  was  made  at  my  house  in 
town,  it  is  not  stated  whether,  in  answer  to  the  applica- 
tion, theparty  was  not  informed  that  I  might  be  in  town  at 
any  time  within  three  hours,  or  that  the  party  might  have 
been  with  me  within  the  tame  time ;  nor  is  it  stated  that 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  regularly  in  town,  or  that  his 
being  in  town  was  not  accidental.  If  this  practice  were 
countenanced,  it  would  follow,  that  unless  the  Judges  of  this 
Court  were  every  day  in  town,  a  party  would  be  at  liberty 
to  issue  a  distringas  in  the  early  part  of  August,  and  after- 
wards to  file  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  to  abandon 
the  proceedings  in  this  Court.  The  complaint  is,  that  a 
grievance  is  done  by  arresting  the  right  to  transfer  this 
stock  for  seven  days  until  the  plaintiff  can  file  his  bill  in 
Chancery.  The  process  of  this  Court,  in  the  first  instance, 
effectually  served  the  plaintiff;  it  gave  him  an  opportunity 
of  filing  a  bill,  and  he  has  acted  against  good  faith  to  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  after  obtaining  these  advantages.     I 
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do  not  thinki  on  the  face  of  the  affidavit,  there«wa8  a  tufl!- 
cient  excuse  for  applying  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
therefore  I  must  grant  the  motion,  with  costs. 

Distringas  discharged,  with  coats. 


1836. 

Nov,  14/A, 

16/A. 

1837. 
Jan.  IQih. 

The  shares  in 
the  Chelsea 
Waterworks 
Company  are 
persoiul  pro- 
perty, and  will 
therefore  pass 
by  a  will  not 
executed  ac- 
cording to  the 
provisions  of 
the  Sutute  of 
Frauds. 

Real  pro- 
perty, held  for 
the  purposes  of 
a  trading  com- 
pany, is,  in 
equity,  to  be 
deemed  in  the 
nature  of  per- 
sonal estate, 
although  the 
company  is  a 
corporation,  and 
the  shares  are 
assignable,  and 
one  shareholder 
is  not  answer- 
able for  the  acts 
of  another  in 
relation  to  the 
partnership 
concern. 


Bligh  9.  Brsmt. 

{Before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  Parke,  B.,  Aldbr- 

80N,  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.) 

Timothy  brent,  being  possessed  of  several 
in  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company,  by  his  will^  and  tw 
codicils  thereto  annexed,  gave  all  his  estate  and  effec 
absolutely  to  his  wife,  Margaret  Brent,  and  j 
Margaret  Brent  and  his  nephew,  W.  B.  Brent,  his  execu 
trix  and  executor.     Neither  the  will  nor  the  codicik  we 
executed  so  as  to  paas  real  estates  of  inheritance. 

The  testator  died,  leaving  his  wife  and  nephew  8urviT«- 
ing  him,  whereupon  the  plaintiff,  as  heir-at-law  of  the  tea-' 
tator,  brought  his  bill  against  the;  widow  and  the  Governor 
and  Company  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks,  charging  that 
the  shares  in  that  company  are  in  their  nature  real  estatea 
of  inheritance  in  fee-simple,  and  that,  as  such,  the  shares 
held  by  Timothy  Brent  did  not  pass  by  his  will,  kut  de- 
scended to  the  plaintiff,  as  his  heir-at-law  ;  and  praying  an 
account  of  those  shares,  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  thereto,  and  that  his  name  might  be  inserted 
in  the  books  of  the  corporation  as  the  proprietor  thereof. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  the  suit  was  revived 
against  thf  testator's  nephew,  as  the  personal  representa- 
tive both  of  the  testator  and  the  widow. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  Alderson,  B.,  at 
the  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1836,  when  his  Lordship 
was  pleased  to  direct  that  the  cause  should  he  heard  be- 
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ibre  the  fall  Court,  which  was  now  done  accordingly ;  the  1^^36. 
qoestion  being  whether  the  shares  so  held  by  the  testator  bligh 
descended  as  real  estate  to  the  plaintiff^  as  the  testator's  «• 

heir-at-lawy  or  passed  as  personalty  under  the  testator's 
will  to  his  personal  representative. 

This  question  depended  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Acts  of  Parliament  and  charters  by  which  the  Company 
was  established,  and  is  now  supported.  The  statute  8 
Geo.  I9  c  26,  after  reciting  (amongst  other  things)  that 
great  advantages  would  accrue  to  the  inhabitants  of  West- 
minster, "  if  new  water-works  were  erected  in  convenient 
places  for  providing  and  supplying  the  said  inhabitants  with 
good  and  wholesome  water  from  the  river  Thames,  by 
one  or  more  cut  or  cuts,  to  be  made  at  any  convenient 
place  or  places,  between  the  grounds  belonging  to  the 
Royal  Hospital  at  Chelsea,  and  the  houses  or  grounds 
commonly  called  the  Neat  Houses,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, into  canals  and  ponds  proper  for  receiving  the 
same,  and  from  thence  to  convey  and  raise  such  water 
into  convenient  reservatories,  to  be  erected  or  made  at  any 
place  or  places,  between  the  place  called  Oliver's  Mount 
and  Hyde  Park,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act," — enacts,  that 
certain  persons  therein  named  **  shall  be  commissioners, 
undertakers,  and  trustees  for  designing,  carrying  on,  and 
effecting  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  for  directing,  order- 
ing, appointing,  and  making  such  water-works,  and  for 
maintaining,  preserving,  and  supporting  the  same ;  and  the 
property  thereof  shall  be  and  is  hereby  vested  in  the  said 
commissioners,  undertakers,  and  trustees,  and  their  suc- 


cessors." 


The  fourth  section  gives  power  to  his  Majesty,  by  let- 
ters patent,  to  incorporate  the  commissioners,  undertakers, 
and  trustees  appointed  by  this  Act,  by  the  name  and  title 
of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Chelsea  Water- 
Works,  and  enacts,  that  '^they  and  their  successors,  by 
the  name  aforesaid,  shall  be  able  and  capable  in  law  to 
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1836.  have,  purchase^  receive,  enjoy>  possess,  and  retain  to  them 
and  their  successors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  rents, 
and  hereditaments  of  what  kind,  nature,  or  quality  soever, 
not  exceeding  1000/.  per  annum  in  the  whole;  and  also  to 
sell,  grant,  demise,  alien,  or  dispose  of  the  same  or  any 
part  thereof,"  &c. ;  "  and  to  do  and  execute  all  and  sin* 
gular  other  matters  and  things  by  the  name  aforesaid,  that 
to  them  may  or  shall  appertain  to  do,  with  such  powers 
and  clauses  as  shall  be  requisite  and  necessary  for  erect* 
ingy  preserving,  and  supporting  the  said  waterworks,  and 
all  necessary  ways,  passages,  and  water-courses  thereto 
belonging  from  time  to  time ;  and  to  be  under  such  rules, 
qualifications,  and  appointments  as  his  Majesty,  his  heirs 
or  successors,  shall  tiiink  necessary  or  reasonable  to  be 
inserted  in  any  such  letters  patent ;  and  that  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  sue* 
cessors,  by  such  charter  of  incorporation,  to  empower  such 
corporation  and  their  successors  to  make  reasonable  laws, 
constitutions,  orders,  and  ordinances  from  time  to  time  for 
the  good  government  of  such  corporation." 

The  fifth  section  enacts,  that ''  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  commissioners,  undertakers,  and  trustees,  and  their 
successors,  to  open,  dig,  cut,  make,  erect,  raise,  and  from 
time  to  time  to  repair,  preserve,  and  maintain,  alter,  scour, 
and   cleanse    all    such   sewers,    trenches,   water-courses, 
canals,  water-works,   pits,   dams,   banks,  walls,   arches, 
sluices,  flood-gates,  engines,  pipes,  cisterns,  ponds,  and 
other  works,  devices,  and  buildings  which  shall  be  made 
for  conducting,  drawing,  or  conveying  to  the  places  afore- 
said, or  for  using  there  all  such  waters  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid,    through   or  under  any   roads,   highways,  or 
streets,  or  in,  through,  under,  or  over  any  ground  which 
shall  be  purchased  by  them  for  the  purposes  aforesaid, 
and  to  discharge  or  issue  thereout  such  waters,  and  to 
make,  have,  and  enjoy  new  ponds,  or  other  receptacles 
for  water,  as  occasion  shall  require,  in  convenient  places. 
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iD  or  near  to  the  said  city  of  Westminster^  or  the  liberty         1836. 
thereof^  for  the  purposes  aforesaid." 

The  ninth  section  enaetSy  ''  that  the  said  commissioners 
and  trusteesi  and  their  successors,  shall  and  may,  from 
time  to  time,  have  free  liberty,  power,  and  authority,  with- 
out  molestation  or  disturbance,  by  their  servants  and  work- 
men, to  lay  pipes  from  the  said  streets,  passages,  or 
common  grounds  or  places  in  or  about  Westminster,  and 
for  that  end  to  dig  up  the  pavements,"  &c. 

By  the  thirteenth  section  this  act  is  to  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  a  public  act. 

The  charter  of  the  company,  after  reciting  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  proceeds  to  give  general  powers  to  the  com- 
siissioners,  in  words  nearly  similar  to  those  contained  in 
the  fourth  section  of  the  act.  It  then  establishes  a  gover- 
nor, deputy-governor,  and  thirteen  directors.  It  gives 
power  to  the  governor  and  company,  and  their  successors, 
to  hold  a  general  court  so  often  as  the  governor,  deputy- 
governor,  and  directors  for  the  time  being,  or  as  ten  other 
persons,  who  shall  have  in  their  own  right  ten  whole 
shares  a-piece  in  the  joint  stock  of  the  company,  shall  in 
writing  demand  of  the  governor,  deputy-governor,  or  any 
five  or  more  of  the  directors ;  such  court  to  treat  and  con- 
sult, or  make  and  establish  reasonable  laws,  orders,  and 
rules  concerning  the  affairs  of  the  company,  or  for  the 
good  government  thereof.  By  a  subsequent  section  the 
charter  gives  power  to  the  governor  and  company,  and 
their  successors,  to  elect  yearly,  on  the  35th  of  March,  a 
governor,  deputy-governor,  and  seven  directors,  out  and 
from  the  members  of  the  company,  and  six  more  directors, 
from  and  among  the  last  preceding  directors  of  the  said 
company,  by  plurality  of  votes  of  all  such,  who  have,  or 
shall  have,  in  his  or  their  own  right,  five  whole  shares  in 
the  joint  stock  of  the  said  company,  and  are  then  capable 
to  vote,  as  thereafter  mentioned. 

VOL.  II.  T  EQ.  EX. 
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1836^  By  the  eleventh  and  twelfth  sections  of  the  charter  it  it 

Blioh        declared  and  provided,  that  each  and  every  twenty  paundSf 

V'  which  will  be  part  of  the  joint  stock,  and  no  lesa,  shall  be 

Brent 

and  accounted  one  share  therein,  and  that  each  member 
having  in  his  or  her  own  right  five  whole  shares  in  the 
said  joint  stock,  shall  have  in  every  general  court  of  the 
said  company  one  vote  for  the  same ;  and  each  member 
having  in  his  or  her  own  right  ten  whole  sharea  in  the 
said  joint  stock,  shall  in  every  such  court  have  two 
votes  for  the  same ;  and  each  member  having  in  his  or  her 
own  right  twenty  shares  in  the  joint  stock  aforesaid,  shall 
have  three  votes  in  every  such  court  for  the  same ;  and 
that  no  person  shall  have  a  vote  in  any  such  general  court 
who  shall  be  possessed  or  interested  in  his  own  name,  or 
in  the  name  of  any  other  person  or  persons  in  trust  for 
him,  either  solely  or  jointly,  of  any  part  or  share  of  or  in 
the  joint  stock  of  any  other  company,  or  undertaking,  for 
raising  or  conveying  of  water  to  the  cities  of  London  and 
Westminster,  or  to  either  of  them,  or  to  the  liberties  of, 
or  parts  adjacent  to  the  same,  or  to  either  of  them. 

The  twenty-first  section  of  the  charter  grants  to  the 
company  **  that  they,  the  said  governor  and  company,  and 
their  successors,  shall  and  may  have  fuU,  firee,  and  lavrfol 
licence,  power,  and  authority  to  take,  have,  purchase, 
receive,  enjoy,  and  possess,  to  them  and  their  successors 
for  ever,  any  manors,  lordships,  messuages,  mills,  waters, 
streams,  conduits,  rents,  services,  reservoirs,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  other  hereditaments  whatsoever,  so  as  the 
same  do  not  exceed  the  yearly  value  of  1000/.  above  all 
charges  and  repairs,  and  also  estates  for  life  or  lives, 
and  for  years,  and  goods  and  chattels  of  what  value, 
nature,  or  kind  soever,  for  the  better  carrying  on  and 
effecting  the  purposes  in  these  our  letters  patent  contained, 
not  exceeding  the  value  of  the  joint  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion hereinafter  mentioned  and  limited,  and  to  be  taken 
and  computed  as  part  thereof;  and  also  to  give,  grant,  de- 
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mise,  alien,  assigiii  and  dispose  of  such  manors,  lordships,  1836. 
messuages,  mills,  waters,  streams,  conduits,  rents,  services, 
reservoirs,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  estates  for  life 
or  lives,  and  for  years,  goods  and  chattels ;  and  also  to  do 
and  execute  all  such  other  lawful  acts  and  things  whatsoever 
by  the  name  aforesaid,  touching  and  concerning  the  pow- 
ers, liberties,  privileges,  and  purposes  before  mentioned.*' 

The  twenty-third  section  of  the  charter  gives  power  to  the 
company, "  by  subscription  or  contribution  of  their  members 
md  others,  to  make  and  raise  a  joint  stock,  not  exceeding 
the  sum  of  40,00(ML  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  to  be 
applied  for  the  -carrying  on  and  effecting  the  purposes  of 
this  charter;  and  the  same  joint  stock  to  order,  manage,  and 
conduct  from  time  to  time,  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and 
to  receive  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  same,  to  the  use 
of  them  the  said  governor  and  company,  and  their  succes- 
sors, according  to  such  shares  and  proportions  as  they  or 
any  of  them  have  or  shall  have  therein ;  and  all  and  every 
person  and  persons  so  subscribing  and  contributing  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  to  such  joint  stock,  shall  by  virtue 
thereof  become  members  of  the  said  corporation,  and  shall 
be  entitled  to  a  share  or  shares  in  such  joint  stock  equal  to 
the  sum  or  sums  of  money  so  by  him  or  them  actually  con- 
tributed and  paid  in,  and  no  greater,  and  shall  be  and  are 
hereby  enabled  to  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  to  any  person  ur  persons,  by  transfer  in 
the  books  of  the  said  company,  in  such  manner  as  shall 
be  ordered,'  directed,  appointed,  and  established  in  and 
by  a  general  court  of  the  said  company,  or  by  his  or  their 
last  will  and  testament;  and  the  person  or  persons  to  whom 
such  assignments,  or  transfer  or  disposition  by  last  will 
and  testament  shall  be  made,  shall  by  virtue  thereof  be- 
come members  of  this  corporation :  Provided  neverthe- 
less, that  no  person  or  persons  who  hath  or  shall  have  any 
shares  or  part  of  the  said  joint  stock,  shall  assign  or  trans- 
fer the  same  before  or  until  such  time  as  the  said  water 
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1836.        shall  be  brought  into  the  grand  resenratory  or  resenratoriefl 
Blioh        intended  to  be  made  at  or  near  the  said  place  called  Oli* 
«•  ver*s  Mount.     ProTided  alsoj  that  no  assignment  or  trans- 

fer be  at  any  time  made  of  any  sum  or  sums^  in  the  said 
joint  stock,  less  than  one  whole  share." 

The  twenty-eighth  section  of  the  charter  provides,  that 
for  preventing  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Chelsea. 
Water-works  from  interfering  with  the  business  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  and  dealing  in  any  trade  or  merchan«> 
dize,  "  the  said  corporation  hereby  established  shall  not 
at  any  time  hereafter  discount  or  deal  in  bills  of  exchange, 
or  inland  bills  or  notes,  nor  shall  receive  monies,  or  keep 
the  accounts  or  cash  of  any  person  or  persons,  (other  than 
their  own  proper  monies,  accounts,  and  cash,  being  the 
real  produce  of  their  joint  stock  or  fund,  or  such  monies 
as  shall  be  paid  to  them  for  the  purposes  herein  men- 
tioned), nor  shall  deal  in  banking,  or  any  ways  use  the 
banking  trade  or  business,  nor  shall  under  their  common 
seal,  nor  by  their  cashiers,  officers,  or  servants,  or  any 
other  person  on  their  behalf,  give  or  issue  out  any  bills  or 
notes  payable  upon  demand  for  the  loan  of  money,  with 
or  without  interest,  nor  shall  advance  or  lend  any  money 
at  interest  upon  any  account  whatsoever,  (except  the  mo- 
nies arising  out  of  or  by  the  real  produce  of  their  own 
joint  stock  or  fund,  or  to  be  received  by  them,  as  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned),  nor  shall  by  way  of  trade  or  mercbandiie, 
directly  or  indirectly,  buy,  or  sell,  or  deal  in  any  bullion, 
gold,  or  silver,  or  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandiaea.** 

By  a  subsequent  charter  of  King  George  the  Second, 
power  was  given  to  the  company  to  increase  their  joint  stock, 
and  it  was  declared  that  the  contributors  to  the  additional 
stock  should  be  entitled  to  shares  proportioned  to  their 
contributions,  and  should  be  enabled  to  assign  the  same 
*'  in  such  manner  as  any  share  or  shares  in  the  present 
joint  stock  of  the  said  company  can  or  may  be  assigned 
or  transferred.*' 

By  the  stat.  19  Geo.  3,  c.  157,  additional  powers  were 
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given  to  the  Company  for  the  purchase  of  lands  near  the  1836. 
River  Thames,  and  in  regard  to  freeholds,  a  form  of  con-  ^^^^^ 
veyance  is  prescribed,  by  which  the  vendors  grant  and  re-  v. 

Brent 

lease  to  the  Ooyemor  and  Company  of  Chelsea  Water- 
works all  their  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  con- 
veyed premises,  to  hold  to  the  said  governor  and  company, 
and  their  successors  for  ever. 

Mr.  SimpUnsan,  Mr.  Creswell,  and  Mr.  Toiler,  for  the 
plaintiff. — According  to  all  the  decisions,  property  of  this 
natnre  has  been  held  to  be  real  estate.    The  declaration 
contained  in  many  of  the  acts  of  Parliament,  that  shares  of 
this  nature  shall  be  deemed  to  be  personal  estate,  is  a 
strong  argument  to  shew  what  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
legislature  would  have  been  the  nature  of  these  shares 
without  that  declaration.    The  present  case  is  of  a  mixed 
complexion.    Here  the  property  is  vested  in  the  share- 
holders as  a  corporation,  in  trust  for  themselves  individu- 
aDy,  according  to  their  respective  interests.     A  general 
power  is  given  to  the  company  to  bring  water  from  the 
Thames  in  perpeiuum  by  any  means  they  may  think  fit. 
They  had  liberty  to  purchase  freehold  lands  to  an  amount 
not  exceeding  1000/.  per  annum,  to  purchase  leaseholds, 
to  lay  pipes  alieno  solo,  and  through  the  medium  of  those 
pipes  to  supply  in  perpeiuum  the  residents  of  Westminster 
with  water.    How,  then,  in  any  view  is  this  a  chattel  in- 
terest in  the  corporation?    It  is  a  right  given  to  them  in 
perpeiuum,  and  which,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  savours  of 
Ae  realty.    The  right  of  laying  down  pipes  alieno  solo  is, 
according  to  a  vast  number  of  cases,  a  right  concerning 
'^iid.    That  is  determined  by  a  numerous  class  of  authori- 
ses, in  which  the  rateability  of  occupiers  of  lands  has 
^^e«n  discussed.     In  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Corporation  of 
SoiA  (a),  the  nature  of  this  sort  of  property  was  much 

(a)  14  East,  609. 
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1836.        gone  into,  and  Lord  EUenborot^ksaidc  "I  confess  I  have 
great  difficulty  in  distinguishing  between  the  case  of  water 
collected  in  a  trunk  or  reservoir  so  many  yards  wide,  or  in 
pipes  so  many  inches  wide,  each  being  attached  to  the 
soil."    Bayley^  J.,  also  said:  ^'The  reservoir  with  the 
water  would  all  descend  to  the  heir***    Rex  v.  Rochdale 
Waterworks  Company  {a)  ^  Rex  y.  Brigkiom  Gas  Ligki 
Company  (b),  and  Rex  v.  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company  {c)^ 
sre  also  strong  authorities  to  shew  that  these  pipes  and  re- 
servoirs constitute  an  interest  in  land.    It  b  only  on  that 
ground  that  the  rates  could  be  supported.    Negus  v.  Cot- 
ter (d)  is  sn  analogous  case.     What,  then,  is  the  extent  of 
interest  which  the  company  has  ?  An  estate  vested  in  then 
and  their  successors  for  ever ;  which  constitutes  in  them 
an  estate  in  fee-simple.    If  so,  how  is  it  possible  to  coo? 
tend  successfully  that,  the  company  being  trustees  for  ths 
shareholders,  the  interest  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  is  not 
co-extensive  with  the  legal  interest  of  the  trustees  ?    The 
cases  on  the  New  River  shares  go  £Eir  to  decide  the  pre- 
sent question.     The  New  River  was  established  by  stat. 

3  Jac.  1,  c.  18.  By  virtue  of  that  act  the  city  of  Lcmdon 
had  a  mere  right  to  cut  alieno  solo :  the  property  in  the 
land  was  reserved  to  the  owner.  It  was  under  that  act 
that  the  powers  of  the  city  were  regulated  and  the  shares 
held.    The  other  act  relating  to  the  New  River  is  the 

4  Jac.  1,  c.  12.  It  seems  only  to  give  the  city  a  liberty  to 
erect  a  trunk  or  vault.  Now,  it  is  well  known  that  Sir 
Hugh  Middleton  obtained  a  conveyance  from  the  city  of 
London  of  the  right  given  to  them  by  that  act.  The  con- 
veyance was  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  He  com- 
menced making  the  cut,  and  died,  and  the  right  became 
vested  in  a  variety  of  persons.    The  proprietors  have  since 


(a)  1  M.  &  S.  634.  (c)  2  Nev.  &  Man.  765;  5  B.  & 

(b)  5  B.  &  C.  466 ;  8  D.  &  R.      Ad.  156. 

306.  {d)  Ambl.  64?. 
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been  incorporated.  The  decrees  pronounced  upon  the  1836. 
New  River  shares,  since  the  company  have  acted  as  a  cor- 
poration, will  bear  upon  this  case.  A  leading  case  upon 
the  subject  is  Townsendy*  Ash  (a),  which  not  only  supports 
the  proposition  that  New  River  shares  are  real  estate,  but 
is  also  an  authority  for  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  this  case. 
[The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — There  the  decree  would  have 
been  the  same  if  it  had  been  personal  property].  The  case 
of  Drybuiier  v.  Bartholomew  (b)  is  an  express  decision 
that  a  share  in  the  New  River  Company  is  real  estate.  In 
Lord  Stafford  v.  Buckley  (c).  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  that 
**  the  case  of  the  New  River  Company  was  one  of  so  much 
land  aqttd  cooperf^  but  there  was  no  act  of  Parliament 
altering  the  nature  of  them,  and  they  are  forced  to  levy 
fides  in  all  the  counties  through  which  the  river  runs/* 
(jPnrte,  B. — Was  there  a  charter  at  that  time?]  Long 
before  that  time,  namely,  in  17  Jac.  1  •  Lord  Sandys  v.  Sib^ 
ihorpe(d)t  and  Swcune  y.  Falconer  {e)^  are  authorities  to 
the  same  effect.  Analogous  to  these  is  the  case  oi  Buck^ 
eridge  ▼.  Ingram  {f)^  relative  to  the  shares  in  the  Naviga* 
tion  of  the  river  Avon.  \Parkei  B. — Was  that  the  case  of 
a  corporation  ?]  It  was  not  so.  The  j  udgmen  t  of  the  Court, 
however,  did  not  proceed  on  that  circumstance,  or  upon 
the  stipulations  and  usage  between  the  parties,  but  upon 
general  principles  of  law.  **  I  have  no  difficulty,"  said  the 
Ifaster  of  the  Rolls,  '*  in  saying,  that  wherever  a  perpe- 
tual inheritance  is  granted,  which  arises  out  of  lands,  or 
is  in  any  degree  connected  with,  or,  as  it  is  emphatically 
expressed  by  Lord  Coke,  exerciseable  within  it,  it  is  that 
tort  of  property  the  law  denominates  real,  and  cannot  pass 
by  a  will  without  three  witnesses."  Another  case  to  the 
same  effect,  with  reference  to  navigation  shares,  is  that  of 


(a)  3  Atk.  336.  ((/)  2  Dick.  645. 

(6)  2  P.  W.  127.  (e)  Show.  P.  (J.  20?. 

(c)  2  Ved.  sen.  182.  (/)  2  Vea.  652. 
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1836.  Howse  v.  Chapman  (a),  and  the  principle  of  all  these  cases 
was  adopted  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  Ex  parte  The  Vaux- 
hall  Bridge  Company  (A).  That  was  a  question  as  to 
whether  certain  shares  in  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Company, 
(then  being  a  company  incorporated),  held  by  an  individual 
shareholder,  who  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  were  within 
his  order  and  disposition,  and  Sir  JohnLeach  held  that  they 
were  real  estate,  and  therefore  did  not  come  within  that 
clause  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  This  decision,  it  is  true,  might 
be  incorrect,  because  the  act  of  Parliament  constituting 
the  company  contained  an  express  provision  that  the  shares 
should  be  personal  estate.  That  clause,  however,  was  over- 
looked by  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  the  case  was  decided 
as  if  there  was  no  such  clause.  In  the  subsequent  case  of 
The  Lancaster  Canal  Company  (c),  the  Court  came  to  the 
contrary  conclusion,  on  the  ground  of  the  express  words 
of  the  act. 

Dpon  these  authorities,  it  is  submitted  that  the  shares 
in  this  company  are  real  estate.  But  admitting,  for  the 
sake  of  argument,  that  a  fractional  part  of  the  property 
held  by  the  company  is  personalty,  are  not  these  parts, 
regard  being  had  to  the  nature  of  the  undertaking,  mere 
adjuncts  to  the  realty  ?  The  undertaking  is,  perpetually 
to  supply  with  water.  The  rents  to  be  received  are  to  be 
paid  in  perpctuum  to  the  undertakers.  How  can  it  signify 
whether  some  of  the  component  parts  of  the  undertaking 
consist  of  personal  estate  ?  It  cannot  be  carried  into  effect 
except  through  the  instrumentality  of  real  estate.  '\Parke, 
B. — Does  your  observation  as  to  the  personalty  apply  to 
leaseholds  ?]  There  is  no  leasehold  property.  The  shares, 
therefore,  are  in  an  undertaking  constituted  mainly  of  real 
estate.  These  shares  are,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter  and 
the  act  of  Parliament,  indivisible.  No  person  is  to  be  at 
liberty  to  convey  less  than  one  share;  and  if  so,  you  can* 

(a)  4  Ves.  542.  (6)  1  Glyn  &  Jac.  101. 

(r)  Mont.  &  Bligh,  94. 
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not  separate  the  realty  from  the  personalty.  [_Parke,  B. —  1836. 
It  does  not  follow  that  the  law  may  not  separate  them. 
The  clause  which  you  allude  to  applies  only  to  voluntary 
transfers.  They  are  like  the  transfers  under  the  Ship 
Registry  Acts].  The  aggregate  of  the  property^  even  if 
It  consist  both  of  real  and  personal  parts^  is  real.  It  con- 
sists chiefly  of  the  power  of  laying  down  pipes,  and  of 
lands  which  have  been  actually  purchased  in  fee*  That 
property  is,  by  the  express  words  of  the  act  and  of  the 
charter,  held  in  perpeiuum.  If  that  be  so,  how  can  an  indi- 
vidual purchasing  a  share  in  the  company  take  any  other 
interest  than  what  they  possess?  [The  Lard  Chief  Baron* — 
Though  the  shareholders  may  have  the  profits,  the  corpora- 
tion may  have  the  interest  in  the  land,  and  not  the  share- 
holders. Parke f  B. — Suppose  lands  to  have  been  pur- 
chased for  the  purpose  of  an  undertaking,  and  to  have 
been  conveyed  to  certain  parties,  who  execute  a  deed  of 
trust,  upon  trust  to  divide  the  surplus  profits  among  the 
original  subscribers ;  would  their  having  the  surplus  pro- 
fits give  the  original  subscribers  any  estate  in  the  land  ? 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  company  are  as  much  distinct 
firom  the  proprietors  of  shares  as  one  man  is  from  another]. 
The  plaintiff  is  not  driven  to  that  dilemma.  The  very  pos- 
session of  a  share  makes  a  man  a  member  of  the  company. 
lAldersan,  B. — The  charter  says  that  he  shall  be  entitled 
to  a  share  in  the  joint  stock.  Upon  looking  back,  you  see 
what  it  consists  of,  namely,  the  land  which  they  buy, 
and  also  the  goods,  chattels,  and  money.  Parke,  B. — 
The  corporation  is  separate  from  the  members.  If  the 
stock  were  assigned  to  a  third  person  as  trustee,  he  would 
have  the  same  interest  as  the  corporation.  All  the  sub- 
scribers have  to  do  is  to  receive  the  net  profits].  The 
trust  given  to  the  corporation  by  section  23,  is  to  raise  a 
joint  stock,  and  **  to  receive  the  benefits  and  advantage  of 
the  same  to  the  use  of  them  the  said  governor  and  com- 
pany and  their  successors,  according  to  such  shares  and 
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1836.         proportions  as  they  or  any  of  them  have  or  shall  have 
therein.**   The  question  is,  who,  under  this  clause,  is  to  be 
''  the  9ucces$or^  in  the  absence  of  any.  transfer  or  will  un- 
der the  act  of  Parliament.    The  property  being  prind* 
pally  realy  why  should  the  personal  representatire  be  the 
successor  ?   There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  holdiiig  that 
the  par^  who  takes  the  real  estate  takes  the  personal  as 
fixtures  attached  to  the  realty.     In  every  joint  stock  com- 
pany the  shareholder  has  an  estate  of  the  same  nature  as 
the  company.  In  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cited»  that 
principle  was  taken  for  granted,  and  in  the  cases  of  real 
property  the  widow  was  held  dowable.     [The  lAurd  Cki^ 
Baron. — If  a  joint  stock  company  purchase  property^  each 
y  individual  shareholder  has  an  interest  in  it,  but  the  mo- 
ment the  company  becomes  a  corporation,  the  corporation 
has  the  property  in  trust  for  the  individuals.     That  pn>- 
ceeds  on  the  principle  that  a  man  cannot  be  trustee  for 
himself.   Parke^  B. — The  difficulty  arises  from  confoundii^ 
the  corporation  with  the  persons  who  take  the  profits:  those 
persons  have  no  right  to  any  thing  but  the  profits].  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  there  is  nothing  to  limit  their  right  to  the  surplus 
profits.    In  the  case  of  Uie  Lancaster  Canal  Company  (d^^ 
Lord  Lyndhurst  says:  *'The  persons  who  are  shareholders 
are  absolute  holders  of  the  entire  interest  in  the  property, 
whatever  that  is"  He  added  that  in  tliat  case  the  legislature 
had  declared  it  to  be  personal  estate.     The  clause  in  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  as  to  "  order  and  disposition/*  goes  upon  the 
supposition  that  the  shares  held  by  individuals  partake  of 
the  nature  of  that  property  which  belongs  to  the  company. 
Applying  that  principle  to  the  present  case,  the  shares  in 
this  company  must  be  considered  real  estate,  and  die  tes- 
tator's will,  not  being  attested  by  three  witnesses,  will  not 
be  sufficient  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  rights.     This 
view  is  corroborated  by  the  words  of  the  charter.     The 
company  are  thereby  enabled  to  direct  the  proper  fonn 

(«)  I  D.  &  C.  420;  Mont.  &  Bligh,  113. 


certain  real  estate  to  the  them, ''  to  my  cousin  Walton  ten 
plaintiffy  who  was  his  only  child,  shares  of  my  Chelsea  Water- 
in  fee,  and  bequeathed  to  her  cer-  works;'*  and  after  devising  certain 
tun  articles  of  furniture.  He  then  real  estate  to  the  defendant,  who 
*'  gave  her  also  twenty  shares  in  was  his  wife,  for  life,  with  re- 
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of  oonveyanoe,  but  they  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  the  1836. 
estate,  or  the  mode  of  devising  it.  It  is  not  said  that  the 
shareboklers  may  transfer  their  shares  to  be  held  as  the 
company  ahall  direct,  but  that  they  may  transfer  their 
shares  in  such  manner  as  may  be  ordered  by  the  company^ 
or  by  bis  or  thehr  last  will  and  testament.  That  must  be 
a  will  and  testament  executed  according  to  law.  It  might 
be  necessary,  for  the  sake  of  cheapness,  to  give  the  com- 
pany a  power  of  altering  the  form  of  conveyance,  but  that 
reason  does  not  apply  to  wills,  and  there  was  no  ground 
for  depriving  this  property  of  the  ordinary  protection 
^ven  to  real  property  in  regard  to  wills.  Upon  the  whole, 
there  is  no  reason,  in  the  present  case,  to  give  the  cestui 
que  trust  a  less  estate  than  his  trustee  has.  Primd  facie 
their  interests  are  co-extensive  in  a  court  of  equity ;  and  if 
any  distinction  can  be  drawn  on  the  ground  that  a  corpo« 
ration  is  the  trustee  in  this  case,  that  argument  will 
equally  apply  to  New  River  Shares.  With  respect  to 
them,  the  land  is  conveyed  to  the  corporation:  yet  it  was 
never  siud  that  a  shareholder  in  that  corporation  had  not  a 
fee  simple. 

The  grounds  of  defence  stated  in  the  pleadings  are 
threefold : — first,  that  the  shares  have  since  the  establish- 
nenC  of  the  company  been  treated  as  personal  estate ; 
2dly,  that  Sir  Thomas  Sewell,  in  a  case  of  Weekley 
T.   Weehley  (a),  held   that   these   shares   were   personal 

(a)  Rolls,  6th  February,  1781. 

Between  Janb  Webklbt,  Spinster,  Plaintiff; 
And  Jamb  Arabblla  Webklby,  l^dow,  Defendant. 
George  Weekley,  by  hb  will,     the  Chelsea  Waterworks."    After 
dated  the  22nd  April,  1774,  and      giving  various  bequests  to  his  re- 
attested  only  by  two  witnesses,      lations  and  friends,  and,  among 
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estate;  and  Srdly,  that  in  ISIS,  the  plaintiff,  as  the 
presentative  of  his  father,  who  was  a  shareholder,  obtained 
a  transfer  to  himself  of  some  of  the  shares  as  of  personal 
estate.  [Alderson^  B. — The  first  and  third  objections 
will  not  avail  the  defendant]*  Then,  upon  the  case  of 
Weekley  v.  fVeekley  \i  may  be  observed,  that  it  is  no 
where  reported,  nor  to  be  found  in  any  manuscript  note. 
The  facts  of  it,  as  far  as  they  may  be  gathered  from  the 
Registrar's  book,  are  complicated  and  perplexed,  and  the 


mainder  to  the  pluntiflf  in  fee,  he 
gave  to  the  defendant "  fifty  shares 
in  the  Chelsea  Waterworks,  for 
life  only,  and  to  my  daughter  and 
her  heirs  for  ever:"  and  he  ap- 
pointed the  defendant  his  execu- 
trix. 

The  testator  died,  entitled  to 
eighty  shares  in  the  Chelsea  Water- 
works. Upon  his  death,  the  plain- 
tiflf  filed  the  present  bill,  insisting 
that  his  real  estate  did  not  pass 
by  the  will,  but  descended  on  her, 
subject  to  the  widow's  claim  of 
dower,  and  charging  that  the  shares 
in  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  were 
to  be  considered  as  real  estate,  and 
to  be  treated  accordingly.  The 
bill  prayed  (among  other  things) 
for  an  account  of  the  produce  of 
the  Chelsea  Waterworks  shares, 
accrued  since  the  testator's  death, 
which  had  been  received  by  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  securities 
for  such  shares  might  be  delivered 
up  to  the  plaintiff,  or  secured  in 
court. 

The  defendant,  by  her  answer, 
submitted  that  the  Chelsea  Water- 
works shares  were  personal  estate; 
and  issue  being  joined,  the  parties 
went  into  evidence  on  the  subject, 


which  consisted  of  the  act  of  the 
8th  Geo.  I ;  a  copy  of  the  charter 
of  the  9th  Qeo.  1 ;  copies  of  the 
transfers  of  eighty  shares  from  the 
testator,  as  executor  of  Thomas 
Weekley,  to  John  Harbutt,  and 
from  John  Harbutt  again  to  the 
testator;  and  depositions  of  Mr. 
Stainsby,  a  director  of  the  Chelsea 
Waterworks  Company,  and  of 
Mr.  Bligh,  their  secretary,  as  to 
the  nature  and  mode  of  transfer 
of  the  shares. 

''The  cause  was  heard  before 
Sir  Thomoi  Sewell,  M.  R.,  and  the 
decree  (among  other  things)  de- 
clared, ''  that  the  eighty  shares  in 
the  Chelsea  Waterworks,  in  the 
said  testator's  will  mentioned,  are 
to  be  considered  as  part  of  hb 
personal  estate,  specifically  de- 
vised by  his  will;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  twenty  shares 
thereof;  and  Frances  Walton^  in 
the  sud  will  called  cousin  Walton, 
to  ten  shares  thereof;  and  that 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the 
income  of  fifty  shares  thereof  for 
her  life  only,  and  the  pluntiff  to 
the  sdd  fifty  shares  after  the  death 
of  the  defendant." 


Brbnt. 
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case  seems  to  have  been  one  of  election,  the  plaintiff  hav«         1836. 
ing  accepted  benefits  under  the  will.     Besides,  the  com-        bP^"^ 
pany  were  not  parties  to  the  suit,  so  that  it  is  difficult  to        _  v. 
say  how  the  Court  could  make  such  a  decree  in  their  ab« 
sence. 

The  Aiiornetf'Generalj  Mr.  Boteler,  and  Mr.  Prescott 
Whiie  for  the  defendants,  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Chelsea  Waterworks. — For  125  years  these  shares 
have  been  considered  as  personal  property,  and  have  in 
that  character  been  disposed  of  inter  vivos,  and  bequeathed 
by  will.  The  only  case  of  a  dispute  upon  the  point  was 
that  before  Sir  Thomas  Sewell,  in  1781.  If  these  shares 
were  now  to  be  considered  as  real  estate^  so  as  not  to  pass 
by  a  will  unattested  by  three  witnesses,  the  greatest  confu- 
sion and  distress  would  arise.  The  correctness  of  the 
decisions  on  the  New  River  Company  and  the  Bath  and 
Avon  Navigation,  are  not  questioned.  Something,  how- 
ever, does  depend  on  the  intention  of  the  parties  and 
their  acts.  Where  real  property  has  been  purchased  for 
partnership  purposes,  it  is  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  part- 
nership personal,  and  passes  accordingly.  In  the  case  of 
the  New  River  Company  that  rule  did  not  apply,  because, 
by  the  express  words  of  the  3  Jac.  1,  and  of  the  charter, 
the  shares  were  made  descendible  to  the  heirs  of  the  par- 
ties interested.  The  grant  was  originally  made  to  Sir 
Hugh  Middleton,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  So,  in  the  case 
of  the  Bath  and  Avon  Navigation,  it  is  expressly  ordained 
that  **  the  share  of  a  party  dying  shall  descend  and  go  to 
the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  party  so  dying.**  Upon  this 
circiimstance,  and  upon  the  usage  and  general  understand- 
ing between  the  proprietors,  the  Master,  in  the  case  of 
Bmcieridge  v.  Ingram  (a),  reported  that  those  shares  were 
n  the  nature  of  realty.     Here  the  case  has  been  directly 

(a)  2  Ves.  jun.  659. 
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1836.  the  contrary.  It  has  been  the  invariable  usage  to  assign  the 
shares  as  personalty.  In  the  first  instance  the  oompan; 
purchased  a  lease  of  certain  lands  for  99  jean,  and  upon 
that  land  their  works  were  erected.  They  held  no  free- 
hold land  whatever  previous  to  the  year  1729.  Before 
that  time  these  shares  were  personal.  Every  thing  that 
they  had  was  personaL  In  1799,  however,  they  purchased 
three  acres  of  freehold,  and  from  that  time  till  1735  thej 
had  only  those  three  acres  of  freehold.  Does  the  plaintiff 
mean  to  say,  that  if  this  company  have  a  perch  of  land  and 
personal  property  to  the  amount  of  BOOfiOOLf  the  latter  is 
a  mere  schedule  to  the  realty  ?  In  1735  they  purchased 
three  acres,  one  rood  more;  and  in  1793,  six  acres.  These 
acres  are  no  doubt  realty,  and  are  vested  in  the  corpora- 
tion. The  question,  however,  in  all  these  cases  b,  not 
what  estate  the  corporation  has,  but  what  the  individuals 
have.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron* — The  Bath  and  Avon 
case  may  be  left  out  of  the  question,  for  the  Duke  of  Beau- 
fort was  not  a  corporation].  In  the  present  case  five- 
sixths  of  the  property  of  the  corporation  is  personaL  As 
far  as  the  shareholders  are  concerned,  it  is  attended  with 
all  the  incidents  of  personalty.  The  company  was  consti- 
tuted with  a  commercial  intent;  that  is,  for  supplying 
Westminster  with  water,  as  it  might  with  milk  or  any  other 
commodity.  Certain  persons  were  to  meet  together  to 
settle  plans  for  their  own  advantage,  and  to  contract  with 
customers ;  they  were  to  raise  a  stock  of  40,000/!. ;  that 
stock  was  to  consist  of  money  subscribed  by  the  share- 
holders, for  the  purposes  of  this  commercial  adventure. 
The  shareholders  had  power  to  transfer  their  shares — a 
power  which  they  might  have  exercised  before  a  single  acre 
was  purchased.  The  word  ^'  heirs*'  is  not  to  be  found,  io 
relation  to  the  shareholders,  either  in  the  statute  8  Geo.  1, 
or  in  the  subsequent  charters ;  and  that  distinguishes  this 
case  from  that  of  the  Bath  and  Avon  Navigation.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron* — In  some  of  the  older  acts  the  word 
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^heira"  is  used  with  reference  to  personal  estate].    It  is  saf-         1836. 
Seienty  however,  for  the  purposes  of  this  argument  to  say, 
that  according  to  the  cases  on  the  subject  real  estate  pur-  o. 

chased  for  commercial  purposes  is  personal,  even  if  the 
legal  estate  is  in  the  shareholders ;  and  consequently  that 
these  shares  would  pass  under  a  will,  and  inter  vtvos,  as 
personalty.  The  question  is,  whether  they  pass  under 
tins  will  ?  It  is  said  that  they  cannot,  because  the  will  is 
not  executed  so  as  to  pass  real  estate.  But  when  the  situ- 
ation of  the  words  ''  last  will  and  testament*'  in  the  twenty- 
third  section  is  considered,  coming  as  they  do  immedi- 
ately after  the  words,  ^sell,  assign,  and  transfer,"  &c., 
it  seems  clear  that  any  will  or  testament,  of  which  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  would  grant  probate,  would  satisfy 
the  words  of  this  charter* 

Under  all  these  circumstances,  how  can  it  successfully 
be  contended  that  these  shares  are  realty  ?  Reference  has 
been  made  to  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  the 
occupiers  of  pipes  are  liable  to  rates.  Under  Lord  Coke's 
definition  the  right  of  laying  pipes  may  be  a  tenement,  but 
it  is  only  a  tenement  in  the  corporation.  A  share  in  the 
corporation  is  one  thing ;  a  tenement  which  is  in  the  cor^ 
poration  is  totally  different.  There  is  no  authority  for  the 
proposition,  that  in  a  mixed  fund  that  which  savours  of 
the  realty  gives  a  character  to  the  whole.  When  the  cor- 
poration was  originally  constituted,  all  that  they  could 
pretend  to  have  as  savouring  of  the  realty  was  the  power 
of  laying  pipes.  It  is  not  stated  what  their  interest 
would  have  been,  if  all  the  landed  property  had  been 
kaaehold.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  when  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  are  considered,  that  the  property  of 
this  corporation  is  to  be  treated  like  that  of  any  ordinary 
mercantile  partnership. 

The  law  upon  this  point  is  perfectly  settled.  Whatever 
landed  property  the  partnership  acquires,  whether  free- 
hold or  leasehold,  devolves  in  equity  to  the  executors  of 
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1836.         die  partners:   Phillips  v.  Phillips  (a).    This  does  not 
alter  the  nature  of  the  property  to  all  intents  and  purposes^ 
because  the  partners  have  or  bad  lately  tbe  power  of 
voting  at  elections.     That  was  tbe  case  with  the  partners 
in  Day  &  Martin's  house.     But  the  law  presumes,  tha^ 
when  partners  lay  out  their  money  in  landed  .  property, 
they  only  intend  to  invest  their  money  for  partnership  par« 
poses,  and  when  the  partnership  ceases  the  property  re> 
turns  to  them  in  money.    This  principle  is  not  adopted  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  because,  if  a  person  trading  singlj 
buys  real  property,  it  descends  to  his  heir,  while  the  chat- 
tels go  to  his  executor.    The  ground  of  the  principle  is  the 
convenience  of  tbe  partners  themselves,  and  the  partners 
may,  if  they  please,  waive  the  benefit  of  that  principle 
by  contract.     If  they  take  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  in 
a  form  which  shews  they  do  not  intend  it  to  devolve  to 
their  executors,  they  can  do  so :  Balmain  v.  Shore  (b).   If 
A.  &  B.,  partners,  enter  the  freehold  property  in  their 
books  as  partnership  property,  that  will  be  evidence  to 
shew  that  by  contract  it  is  partnership  property.     If  they 
enter  it  half  as  A.'s  property,  and  half  as  B.'s,  then  it  is 
otherwise.    The  books  speak  of  partners  in  trade,  and 
some  years  ago  there  was  a  difiiculty  as  to  collieries  being 
considered  within  that  description;  but  now,  if  several 
parties  .take  a  colliery,  the  law  considers  it,  whether  free- 
hold or  leasehold,  as  partnership  property :  Fereday  v. 
Wightwick  (e).     The  observations  of  Sir  John  Leach  in 
that  case  are  not  applicable  to  mines  alone.     Any  other 
property  in  the  nature  of  realty,  as  a  farming  lease,  would 
come  within  the  same  rule :  Jeffereysy.  Small  (</),  JSlUoiT. 
Brown  {e)f  Jackson  v.  Jackson  (y*).  Lake  v.  Wilkinson{g). 
The  Court  cannot  stop  short  of  the  proposition  that  upon 

(a)  I  M.  &  K.  649.  id)  1  Vern.  21?. 

(6)  9  Ves.  600.  («)  3  Swanst.  489. 

(c)  1  Rus8.  &  Mylne,  45 ;  Taml.  (J)  9  Ves.  691. 

260.  (g)  3P.W.  160. 
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the  dissolution  of  a  partnership  carrying  on  a  trade,  and  1336. 
purchasing  a  farm  as  the  means,  the  farm  must  be  sold  and  bligh 
the  money  divided  between  the  partners.     But,  suppose  «> 

fifty  persons  to  be  embarked  in  a  trade,  and  purchasing 
land^  and  suppose  the  land  to  remain  in  the  whole  body  ; 
might  they  not  agree  that  as  to  each  particular  share  the 
executors  should  come  in,  and  not  the  heir  ?  Again,  sup- 
pose a  company  incorporated  to  carry  on  a  mere  trading 
concern^  and  that  by  an  act  of  Parliament  they  are  autho- 
rized to  purchase  land  to  a  certain  extent,  can  it  be  con- 
tended that  the  shares  do  not  go  to  the  executors  ?  Besides 
here  the  parties,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  their 
act  and  charter,  have  bound  themselves  by  words  ap- 
plicable only  to  personal  estate.  That  is  sufficient  to  make 
these  shares  personalty  without  any  express  words  for  that 
purpose.  In  Jackson  v.  Jackson  (a).  Lord  Eldon  held, 
that,  from  the  manner  of  treating  real  property,  it  might 
by  implication  be  considered  partnership  property.  Here 
itis  clear,  from  the  acts  and  deeds  of  the  parties,  that  this 
property  is  held  for  partnership  purposes.  That  being  so, 
the  broad  general  rule  of  equity,  already  alluded  to,  must 
apply.  That  rule  depends,  not  on  any  express  contract  be- 
tween the  partners,  or  upon  any  considerations  as  to  the 
amount  of  partnership  debts,  but  on  general  grounds  of  con- 
venience. In  Phillips  V.  Phillips  it  was  contended,  that  this 
was  a  rule  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  only,  and  that  as 
loon  as  their  demands  were  satisfied  the  partnership  pro- 
perty became  liable,  according  to  its  nature,  to  the  inci- 
dents of  real  and  personal  estate  respectively :  but  Sir 
John  Leach,  in  the  course  of  his  judgjnent,  said,  that  he 
considered  it  settled  that  all  property,  whatever  might  be 
its  nature,  purchssed  with  the  partnership  capital  for  the 
purposes  of  the  partnership  trade,  continued  to  be  part- 
tiership  capital,  and  to  have,  to  every  intent,  the  quality 

(a)  9  Ves.  591. 
VOL.  II.  U  £Q«  EX. 
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1836.  of  personal  estate;  and  that  the  principle  was  not  to  be 
confined  to  the  payment  of  the  partnership  demands. 
[The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — You  consider  the  holder  of  a 
Chelsea  Waterworks  share  liable  to  the  bankrupt  hiwe]. 
This  is  an  incorporated  company,  and  expressly  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  those  laws ;  otherwise,  under  the 
more  liberal  construction  of  the  bankrupt  laws  which  now 
prevailsi  a  shareholder  would  be  so  liable.  The  company 
buys  the  water,  and  manufiEictures  it  through  the  operation 
of  philtres.  A  contract  to  supply  water  in  pipes,  is  a 
contract  to  supply  goods  within  the  meaning  of  the  bank- 
rupt lawi:  West  Middlesex  Waterworks  Company  v. 
Suwerkropp  (d).  The  shareholder  is  a  mere  trader,  and 
the  real  and  personal  property  are  the  machines  for  carry* 
ing  on  the  trade.  The  corporation  holds  them  for  the 
management  of  the  concern,  and  the  individual  sharehoU- 
ers  have  only  a  right  to  a  share  of  the  net  profits :  Ex 
parte  Home  (6).  [Parker  B. — Your  argument  is,  that  the 
shareholder  has  no  right  to  the  specific  profits,  or  to  the 
possession  of  any  part  of  the  realty,  but  only  to  a  share  of 
the  capital,  according  to  the  amount  of  his  capital  sub* 
scribed].  That  is  the  argument  now  submitted  to  the 
Court. 

With  respect  to  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  of  the  New  River  Company  is  totally  inap- 
plicable here;  the  form  of  its  act  and  charter,  and  also  of 
the  original  conveyance  to  Sir  Hugh  Middleton,  being  ex- 
pressly applicable  to  the  transfer  of  real  property  only. 
[The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  appears  that  the  land  in  that 
case  was  not  veste^  in  the  Corporation  of  London  at  all, 
but  in  the  individuals.  The  corporation  was  incidental  to 
the  purposes  of  management  only,  and  was  not  seisKd  of 
the  land.  That  explains  the  observation  of  Lord  Hard' 
wicke,  which  at  first  appears  extraordinary,  as  to  the  pos- 

(a)  4  C;.  &  p.  87.  (6)  7  B.  &  C.  632. 
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ribility  of  the  proprietors  bringing  ejectments  (a).  Parke,  1836. 
B. — ^The  Corporation  of  London  took  no  estate^  but  only 
a  power^  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  vest  the  real  pro- 
perty iii  the  indiyidual  members].  Then,  as  to  the  Vaux- 
hatt  Bridge  Company  (A),  admitting  the  decision  of  Sir 
John  Leach  Co  be  correcti  it  only  goes  to  the  extent  that 
the  shares  in  that  company  are  not  within  the  clause  of 
**  order  and  disposition.**  It  does  not  necessarily  follow 
that  they  are  real  estate,  inasmuch  as  leaseholds  are  not 
within  that  clause.  Upon  the  whole,  the  present  case  must 
be  governed  by  that  of  Weekley  v.  Weekley,  which  is  a 
full,  precise,  and  explanatory  decbion  upon  the  subject. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  Stevens,  for  the  defendant 
William  Brent. — Considering  the  frame  of  these  docu- 
ments, and  the  mode  of  dealing  by  the  company,  it  is  not 
incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  shew  that  the  shares  have 
been  expressly  converted  into  personalty ;  it  lies  on  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  the  contrary.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that 
the  proprietors  could  bring  ejectments  for  their  shares. 
The  argument  that  the  shares  ought  to  partake  of  the 
general  nature  of  the  property,  is  totally  untenable,  and, 
if  adopted,  would  lead  to  great  absurdities. 

This  is  a  trading  adventure,  in  which  the  shares  are  per- 
lonalty,  though  existing  in  perpetuum.     In  Lord  Stafford 
t.  Buckley  (c).  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  an  annuity  being  charged  as  personalty  in 
perpetuum  would  not  make  it  in  the  nature  of  realty.   This 
case  la  stronger  in  favour  of  the  personal  representative 
than  are  cases  of  that  class.     In  that  case  there  was  no- 
thing on  the  face  of  the  instrument  to  shew  why  it  should 
IP  aa  personalty ;  but  here  the  party  takes  an  assignment 
to  him,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  which 
shews,  not  merely  a  contract  between  him  and  the  other 

(a)  3  Atk.  338.  (6)  1  G.  &  J.'  lOI .  (c)  2  Ves.  sen.  1 70. 

u2 
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1836.  shareholders,  but  a  personal  interest  in  himself.  But  even 
if  the  shares  should  be  considered  real,  it  is  not  dear 
whether^  under  the  ^rd  section,  the  shareholder  has  not 
a  right  to  dispose  of  them  by  a  will  not  executed  accord- 
ing to  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  conveyance  inter  vwos 
was  not  intended  to  be  made  according  to  the  rules  of  law, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  think  that  a  will  was  intended  to 
be  placed  on  a  different  footing. 

The  plaintiff  claims  as  heir-at-law  of  Timothy  Brent, 
but  he  gives  no  evidence  of  an  equitable  sebin  in  fee. 
Supposing  the  shares  to  be  real  property,  the  conveyance 
to  Timothy  Brent  would  only  pass  a  life  estate,  there 
being  no  words  of  inheritance. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  in  reply. — It  is  impossible  to  distin- 
guish the  nature  of  the  property  which  the  proprie- 
tors of  this  company  originally  acquired  under  the  act 
of  Geo.  1,  from  that  of  the  property  belonging  to  the  New 
River  Company.  The  question  then  is,  whether  the  na- 
ture of  the  property  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company 
has  ever  been  varied  ?  It  is  clear  that  unless  barred  by 
act  of  Parliament,  or  by  charter  under  an  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, it  must  have  remained  the  same.  Now,  what  power 
was  given  by  the  charter  to  vary  the  nature  of  this  pro- 
perty ?  The  king  is  empowered  to  incorporate  the  pro- 
prietors by  a  certain  name,  and  to  authorize  them  to  pur- 
chase lands  in  fee  to  a  value  not  exceeding  1000^  per 
annum ;  he  is  also  authorized  to  enable  the  corporation  to 
make  reasonable  bye-laws.  But  that  does  not  give  the 
king  power  to  alter  the  nature  of  the  property,  or  to  dis- 
pense with  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  From  what,  then,  can 
the  inference  be  drawn,  that  the  nature  of  this  property 
was  altered  ?  Not  from  the  act  of  Parliament,  which  is 
to  be  regarded  altogether  as  a  private  act,  and  which 
therefore  cannot  alter  the  mode  of  devising  real  estate. 
The  case  cannot  be  decided  by  mere  construction,  drawn, 
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sta  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  partnershipj  from  the  acts  of        1836. 
che  parties  and  the  entries  in  books.     It  is  not^  in  fact,  a       T"^" 
company^  for  the  very  act  on  which  that  argument  «. 

Brbmt 

grounded  prohibits  the  company  from  trading. 
"Where  a  partnership  is  established  for  avowedly  trad- 
ing purposesi  it  is  said  that  any  lands  purchased  for  the 
purpose  of  the  trading  shall  be  deemed  mere  incidents  of 
the   partnership^  and  dealt  with   as   personalty.    That, 
however^  only  applies  to  a  common  trading  partnership, 
and  not  to  a  case  where  the  parties  are  severally  entitled 
and  not  answerable  the  one  for  the  other.    Besides,  sup- 
posing this  to  be  a  partnership  adventure,  it  is  not  shewn 
that  the  future  holders  of  the  property  are  to  be  bound 
by  that  undertaking.     Even  in  the  case  of  a  common  part- 
nership,  after  the  affairs  are  woimd  up,   the  property, 
though  considered  for  that  purpose  as  personal  property, 
would  not  necessarily  retain  that  character  in  perpetuum      * 
as  between  the  representatives  of  the  partners.    It  is, 
therefore,  not  too  much  to  say,  that  the  whole  property 
must  follow  the  nature  of  its  main  ingredient,  which  is  the 
realty.     The  realty  and  personalty  together  constitute  the 
joint  stock.     In  regard  to  that  stock  the  interest  of  the 
cestui  que  trusts  is  co-extensive  with  that  of  the  trustees, 
although  the  trustees  or  directors  manage  the  whole  fund. 
IParkCf  B. — Then  whether  the  property  were  real  or  per- 
sonal, would  depend  from  time  to  time  on  the  option  of 
the  directors.]     Such  a  result,  though  improbable,  would 
not  be  contrary  to  law.     In  Douglas  v.  Whitrong  (a),  a 
person  granted  a  lease  for  land  for  years,  and  in  that  lease 
power  was  given  to  the  lessee  to  purchase  the  fee  at  a 
given  price,  provided  he  elected  so  to  do  within  a  given 
time.     The  lessor  died  during  the  term,  having  made  his 
will,  by  which  he  devised  the  property  as  real  estate.  The 
will  was  properly  attested.     Afterwards  the  lessee  elected 

(a)  16  Yes.  263,  cited;  S.  C.  nom.  Lawa  v.  Bermett,  1  Cox,  167. 
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I8d6.  to  purchase ;  and  the  question  arising  between  the  diSTisee 
and  personal  representative  of  the  vendor,  whether  this 
was  to  be  considered  real  or  personal  property  ip  the  tea- 
tator,  the  Court  held,  that  the  lessee  having  made  his 
election,  that  had  relation  back  to  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tracts and  consequently  that  the  property  was  personal 
and  not  real.  The  principle  of  that  case,  however,  is  not 
likely  to  require  application  to  the  present.  Upon  the 
whole,  the  character  and  objects  of  this  company  are  not 
distinguishable  from  those  of  the  New  River  Company* 
The  case  in  Shower  (a)  is  expressly  in  point. 

Jan.  Xfuh,  Alderson,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgipent  of  the 
^^7*  Court. — ^This  was  a  bill  praying  in  substance  that  the  de- 
fendant, Margaret  Brent,  widow  and  executrix  of  Timo- 
thy Brent  deceased,  may  account  for  certain  shares  of  the 
*  Chelsea  Waterworks,  and  that  it  may  be  declared  by  the 
Court  that  the  plaintiff  as  his  heir  at  law  became  entitled 
to  those  shares,  and  that  the  other  defendants,  the  Go- 
vernor and  Company  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks,  may  be 
directed  to  insert  in  their  transfer  books  the  plaintiff's 
name  as  proprietor  thereof.  There  is  no  dispute  as  to 
the  facts,  and  the  only  question  for  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther these  shares  were  part  of  the  real  or  personal  estate 
of  the  testator.  If  the  former,  the  plaintiff  as  heir  at 
kw  is  entitled  to  the  decree  he  prays,  because  the  will 
is  attested  by  only  two  witnesses ;  and  if  the  latter,  bis  bill 
must  be  dismissed. 

When  this  question  originally  came  before  me,  I  thought 
it  one  of  so  much  difficulty,  and  involving  such  extensive 
consequences,  that  I  was  desirous  the  parties  should  have 
the  benefit  of  having  the  opinion  of  my  learned  brethren 
also ;  and  accordingly,  in  conformity  to  the  practice  here, 
(which  is  a  peculiar  advantage  in  the  frame  of  the  Court 

(a)  Swaine  v.  Falconer,  Show.  P.  C.  207. 
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of  Equity  in  the  Exchequer)^  I  adjourned  the  case  to  be  1837* 
lieard  befpre  the  full  Court  The  case  was,  in  the  course 
of  last  MichaelmAs  Term,  very  fully  and  ably  argued  be- 
fore Ix>rd  Abinger,  my  brothers  Parke  and  Gumey,  and 
myaelfj  and  I  am  now  to  deliver  the  opinion  of  the  whole 
Court  on  the  point 

The  jQompany  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  was  ori- 
ginally constituted  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
8  Geo.  1, 1723.  By  that  act,  certain  persons  named  therein 
were  constituted  commissioners,  undertakersi  and  trustees 
for  carrying  into  effect  the  works  then  projectedi  and  for 
afterwards  maintaining  them.  For  that  purpose  his  Ma- 
jesty wasj  by  a  subsequent  clausCi  empowered  to  incor- 
porate them«  by  the  name  of  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks.  And  they  were  to  have  the 
power  of  purchasing  lands  not  exceeding  1000/.  per  annum, 
and  to  sell  and  dispose  thereof  at  their  pleasure,  and  to  do 
all  necessary  works,  and  to  be  subject  to  such  rules,  qua- 
lifications, and  appointments  as  his  Majesty  should  think 
reasonable  to  be  inserted  in  the  charter.  And  might  also 
be  empowered  to  make  bye-laws  from  time  to  time,  for  the 
good  government  of  the  corporation. 

In  pursuance  of  this  power,  a  charter  of  incorporation 
was  granted  almost  immediately  afterwards  by  George  the 
Eirst.  That  charter  followed  the  directions  of  the  statute, 
and  gave  the  corporation  power  to  purchase  lands,  &c., 
so  as  they  did  not  exceed  in  value  1000/.  per  annum,  and 
also  estates  for  life  or  lives,  and  for  years,  and  goods  and 
chattels  of  what  nature  or  value  soever,  for  the  better 
carrying  on  and  effecting  the  purposes  of  the  company, 
not  exceeding  the  value  of  the  joint  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion therein-after  mentioned  and  limited,  and  to  be  taken 
and  computed  as  part  thereof. 

The  twenty-third  section  empowered  the  corporation 
by  subscription  to  raise  a  joint  stock,  not  exceeding 
40,000/1,  and  to  manage  the  same  from  time  to  time,  and 


S94  EQUITY  CASES   IN  THE 

1837.  to  receive  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  same  to  the 
use  of  them  the  said  governor  and  company  and  their  suc- 
cessors^ according  to  such  shares  and  proportions  as  they 
or  any  of  them  have  or  shall  have  therein.  And  then  it 
providedi  that  every  person  subscribing  and  contributing 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money  should,  by  virtue  thereof,  be- 
come members  of  the  said  corporation,  and  should  be  en- 
titled to  a  share  or  shares  in  such  joint  stock  (previously 
fixed  at  SOL  each),  equal  to  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  so 
by  him  actually  contributed  and  paid  in,  and  no  greater; 
and  should  be  enabled  to  sell,  assign,  and  transfer  the  same 
or  any  part  thereof,  (not  being  less  than  one  whole  share,  as 
by  a  subsequent  clause  was  provided,)  by  transfers  in  the 
company's  books,  in  such  manner  as  should  be  by  a  general 
court  directed,  or  by  his  last  will  and  testament;  and  the 
person  to  whom  such  assignment  or  transfer,  or  disposition 
by  last  will  and  testament,  should  be  made,  should  by  vir- 
tue thereof  become  member  of  the  said  corporation. 

What,  then,  is  the  intention  of  the  crown  and  le- 
gislature to  be  collected  from  all  these  particulars,  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  interest  which  each  shareholder  is 
to  have?  That  is,  in  truth,  the  whole  question  in  this 
cause.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  we  have  a  corpora- 
tion to  whose  management  the  joint  stock  of  money 
subscribed  by  its  individual  corporators  is  entrusted. 
They  have  power  of  vesting  it  at  their  pleasure  in  real 
estate  or  in  personal  estate,  limited  only  as  to  amount, 
and  of  altering  from  time  to  time  the  species  of  property 
which  they  may  choose  to  hold ;  and,  in  order  to  give 
them  greater  facilities  and  advantages,  certain  powers 
are  entrusted  to  the  undertakers  by  the  legislature,  and 
that  even  before  they  were  constituted  a  body  corporate, 
of  laying  down  pipes,  and  thereby  occupying  land  for  the 
purposes  of  their  undertaking.  These  powers  render  the 
use  of  joint  stock  by  the  body  corporate  more  profitable, 
but  they  form  no  part  of  the  joint  stock  itself;  and  one 
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decided  test  of  this  is,  that  they  belong  inalienably  to  the 
corporadon,  whereas  all  the  joint  stock  is  capable  expressly 
of  being  sold,  exchangedi  varied  i  or  disposed  of  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  corporate  body.     It  is  of  the  greatest  im* 
portance  to  look  carefully  at  the  nature  of  the  property 
originally  entrustedi  and  that  of  the  body  to  whose  ma- 
nagement it  is  entrusted :  the  powers  that  body  has  over 
it,  and  the  purposes  for  which  these  powers  are  given* 
The  property  is  money — the  subscriptions  of  individual 
corporators.     In  order  to  make  that  profitablci  it  is  en- 
trusted to  a  corporation  who  have  an  unlimited  power  of 
converting  part  of  it  into  land,  part  into  goods ;  and  of 
changing  and  disposing  of  each  from  time  to  time;  and  the 
purpose  of  all  this  is,  the  obtaining  a  clear  surplus  profit 
from  the  use  and  disposal  of  this  capital  for  the  individual 
contributors. 

It  is  this  surplus  profit  alone  which  is  divisible  among 
^he  individual  corporators.    The  land  or  the  chattels  are 
^tily  the  instruments  (and  those  varying  and  temporary 
^tistruments),  whereby  the  joint  stock  of  money  is  made  to 
Y^itMluce  profit.     Suppose  the  subscription  had  not  been 
^^  the  individual  corporators,  but  that  strangers  having 
Collected  the  money,  had  put  it  into  the  management  of  a 
Corporate  body  having  particular  privileges,  and  had,  after 
Siving  them  power  to  vest  the  money  at  their  pleasure,  sti- 
pulated to  receive  these  profits,  could  it  be  contended  that 
the  nature  of  the  property  of  the  subscribers  depended  on 
the  mode  of  management  by  the  independent  body  ?   And 
yet  that  L<,  in  truth,  this  case ;  for  the  individual  members 
of  a  corporation  are  quite  as  disiinct  from  the  metaphy- 
sical body  called  **  the  corporation,"  as  any  others  of  his 
Majesty's  subjects  are. 

This  case  varies  most  materially  from  those  which  were 
cited  in  the  argument.  In  the  New  River  case,  the 
individual  corporators  have  the  property.  The  corpo- 
i-ation  have  only  the  management  of  it.     Lord  Flardwicke, 
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1837.  in  the  case  in  AtkynSj  expressly  puts  it  on  that  ground. 
*'  They  have  the  legal  right/'  he  says;  *^they  may  bring 
an  ejectment  for  so  much  land  covered  with  water;  and 
the  only  difference  between  the  shareholders  of  the 
king's  half  and  the  others  is,  that  the  corporation  of  ma- 
nagement hayei  as  to  these  shares,  perhaps,  the  legal 
estate  in  them,  the  equitable  estate  being  in  the  indivi- 
dual proprietors.  In  that  case,  too,  the  property  given 
to  the  corporation  was  real  property,  which  they  are 
to  manage  for  the  good  of  all*  They  have  no  powers 
of  converting  it  into  any  other  sort  of  property,  but 
must  keep  it,  and  make  a  profit  from  it  as  it  is,  vis. :  as 
real  property. 

The  same  observations  apply  to  Buckeridge  ▼•  /»• 
gram,  the  Avon  Navigation,  with  this  addition,  that  there 
the  undertakers  do  not  appear  to  have  been  a  corporation 
at  all.  And  in  both  the  shares  are  transferred  to  the 
shareholders  and  their  heirs.  But  here,  the  case  is  wholly 
different — the  property  entrusted  is  money ;  the  corpora- 
tion may  do  what  they  like  with  it,  and  may  obtain  their 
profit  in  any  way  they  please  from  the  employment  of  their 
capital  stock.  If  they  thought  that  they  could  with 
greater  profit  supply  water  by  conveying  it  in  carts  or  the 
like,  they  would  have  a  perfect  right  so  to  do.  It  would 
be  strange  that  the  nature  of  these  shares  should  continu- 
ally fluctuate,  and  be  sometimes  real  estate  and  sometimes 
personal,  according  as  the  corporation  in  the  course  of 
their  management  should  choose  to  hold  real  or  personal 
property.  Suppose  a  man  made  his  will  attested  by  two 
persons,  and  at  a  time  when  the  corporation  held  onfy 
personal  estate.  It  is  good.  He  becomes  lunatic  or  b 
incapable  from  age,  and  then  real  property  is  bought  by 
the  corporation.  Is  his  will  to  be  set  aside  ?  And  yet  he 
cannot  make  another. 

Then,   in   what   way   has  this   property   always   been 
treated.    If  we  look  to  the  wording  of  the  charter,  the 
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langaage  is  much  loore  suitable  to  peraonal  than  to  real 
ettote.  Iniileed,  on  the  latter  suppo^itioni  it  is  very  inac- 
curate. Again,  the  form  of  transfer  appointed  )>y  the  le- 
gidaturCf  (fpr  that  which  is  done  under  the  provisions  of 
tbe  charter  is,  in  fact,  done  by  the  legislature,  and  is, 
indeed,  subsequently  recognised  by  it),  is  applicable  to 
personal  estate  only.  These  shares  are  not  trausferred  to 
A.  B.  and  his  heirs,  but  A.  B.,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  and  so  they  have  always  been.  This 
form,  indeed,  may  be  considered  as  almost  a  contempo- 
rary exposition  of  tbe  law  on  this  point. 

Lastly,  in  Weekley  v.  Weekley,  this  point  came  ex- 
pressly under  the  consideration  of  Sir  Thomas  Setoell^ 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  he  decided  that  these  shares 
were  personal  property. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  that  tbe  princi- 
ples of  law,  the  usage  of  the  company,  and  the  distinct 
authority  of  one  decided  c^se,  are  sufficient  to  warrant 
us  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  these  shares  are  per- 
sonal property. 

The  result  is,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Stephens  v.  Frost.  July  9th. 

X  HE  bill  stated  that  by  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  in  a  garty  who 
May,  1815,  a  certain  piece  of  ground,  situate  near  Lucas  obtain'the   ^ 
Street,  in  the  parish  of  Saint  George  in  the  East,  and  benefit  of  an 

interest  accnun^ 

four  messuages  situate  in  that  street,  were  demised  to  John  by  intestacy, 
Barker,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  a  term  of  76  years ;  and  !^ke°he  per^ 
that  by  an  indenture  dated  the  1st  of  November,  1828,  "ntotiycofthc 

intestate  a  party 
to  the  siut,  but  nmst  charge  that  in  fact  there  was  a  surplus  of  tbe  intestate's  estate  after  payment 
of  all  debts  and  incumbrances. 

Where,  after  demurrer  allowed  for  want  of  parties,  the  plaintiff  is  permitted  to  amend  by  adding 
parties,  he  is  likewise  permitted  to  amend  by  charging  all  such  matters  as  constitute  the  equity  of 
tbe  case  against  the  new  defendant 
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1836.        and  made  between  the  said  John  Barkerj  of  the  one  part, 
Stephens      ^^^  ^^^  defendant  Pownall  of  the  other  part,  the  pre- 
9.  mises  comprised  in  the  said  indenture  of  lease  were  as- 

signed  by  the  said  John  Barker  to  the  said  Pownall,  his 
executors,  &c.,  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term,  in  trust 
for  Thomas  William  Barker,  (since  deceased),  the  son  of 
the  said  John  Barker,  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  in  the  meantime  to  stand  possessed 
thereof,  in  trust  to  collect  and  receive  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits thereof,  as  and  when  the  same  should  become  payable, 
and  thereupon  to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  same  to 
and  towards  the  maintenance,  education,  clothing,  and 
support  of  the  said  Thomas  Wilh'am  Barker  during  his 
minority ;  and  upon  the  said  Thomas  William  Barker  at- 
taining the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  upon  trust  to  assign 
the  said  premises,  together  with  the  said  indenture  of 
lease,  and  the  accumulations  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof  (if  any)  unto  the  said  Thomas  William  Barker, 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  absolutely,  for  all 

■ 

the  remainder  of  the  aforesaid  term  which  should  be  then 
unexpired. 

The  bill  then  proceeded  to  state  that,  notwithstanding 
the  aforesaid  assignment,  the  said  John  Barker  continued 
in  the  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  premises  therein  comprised,  and  he  continued  to  be 
the  ostensible  proprietor  and  owner  thereof  until  he  made 
such  assignment  thereof  as  thereinafter  mentioned  to  his 
son-in-law,  the  defendant  Frost;  that  the  said  Thomas 
William  Barker  had  departed  this  life  intestate  and  unmar- 
ried ;  that  in  September,  1833,  the  plaintifi^  brought  his 
action  and  obtained  a  verdict  against  John  Barker  for  a 
libel,  and  that  John  Barker  was  afterwards  charged  in 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiif  for  costs  and  damages 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  300/.  10^.,  and  was  committed  to 
the  Fleet ;  that  when  the  verdict  was  obtained,  John  Barker 
was  in  insolvent  circumstances,  and  that  with  a  view  o 
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defeating  the  plaintiff's  execution,  and  the  just  claims  of  IBd6. 
his  other  creditors,  and  of  obtaining  hia  discharge  under 
the  Insolvent  Act,  he  voluntarily  proposed  to  execute  to 
Frost  an  assignment  of  the  premises  contained  in  the  lease, 
and  that  accordingly,  by  an  indenture  of  assignment  which 
was  prepared  by  Pownall,  dated  the  8th  of  January,  1834,< 
and  made  between  Pownall,  of  the  first  part,  John  Barker, 
of  the  second  part,  and  Frost  of  the  third  part,  Pownall, 
in  consideration  of  300/.  expressed  to  be  paid  by  Frost  to 
John  Barker,  and  by  the  direction  of  John  Barker,  as- 
signed to  Frost,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  premises  comprised 
in  the  indenture  of  lease,  to  hold  &c.,  for  the  residue  of 
the  term. 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  soon  after  the  execution  of 
the  last-mentioned  assignment,  John  Barker  petitioned  to 
be  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act ;  that  the  plaintiff 
opposed  his  discharge,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  practised 
in  executing  that  deed;  that  accordingly  the  Court  re- 
manded the  prisoner  to  custody,  and  appointed  the  plain- 
tiff his  assignee.  The  bill  then,  after  cliarging  that  the 
assignment  to  Frost  was  made  by  the  insolvent  voluntarily 
and  without  pressure,  and  that  the  same  was  in  fraud  of 
the  plaintiff's  rights,  prayed  a  declaration  to  that  effect, 
and  that  the  defendant  Pownall  might  be  declared  to  be  a 
trustee  for  the  plaintiff  of  the  premises  comprised  in  tiie 
indenture  of  November,  1828,  and  also  that  the  defend- 
ants Frost  and  Pownall  might  re-assign  the  premises,  and 

deliver  up  possession  of  them  to  the  plaintiff,  &c. 

It  did  not  appear  by  the  bill  when  Thomas  William 

fiarker  died,  or  whether  he  died  before  or  after  the  as- 

^gnment  to  Frost. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  Pownall  demurred,  first,  for 

^ant  of  equity,  and  secondly,  because  the  legal  personal 

representative  of  Thomas  William  Barker  was  not  made  a 

party  to  the  suit. 


800  EQUITY  CASES  IN  TBS 


1836.  Mr.  CAandlesM^  fur  the  demurrer. — ^Admitting  that  tlie 

assignment  to  Frost  was  void  against  the  plaintiflF^  on  the 
supposition  that  the  insolvent  had  an  interest  in  the  pre* 
mises  at  that  time,  the  bill  does  not  shew  that  be  bad  mj 
such  interest.  Under  the  indenture  of  November,  1828^ 
the  son  took  an  absolute  interest,  and  that  deed  it  not  im- 
peached. Then  how  is  it  shewn  by  the  biU  that  apoh  the 
son's  death  the  property  came  back  to  the  insolvent?  It 
is  alleged,  indeed,  that  the  son  died  intestate,  and  that 
thereupon  all  hi9  interest  became  vested  in  the  insolvent, 
and  passed  to  the  assignee.  That  allegation  might  be 
sufficient  by  way  of  defence,  but  it  is  not  a  sufficient  mode 
of  stating  a  plaintiff's  interest:  fValbume  v.  Inglehy  (a). 
However,  the  deed  of  assignment  to  Frost  is  not  Toid;  for 
the  party  having  tlie  legal  interest  joined  in  the  assign* 
ment  Upon  the  second  ground  of  demurrer^  it  is  dear 
that  the  son's  administrator  ought  to  have  been  a  party  to 
the  suit.  The  Court  will  not  administer  his  assets  to  the 
prejudice  of  his  widow  or  creditors. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  bilL — Barker, 
the  father,  was  the  next  of  kin  to  his  son,  and  was  there- 
fore entitled  to  the  beneficial  interest  (if  any)  which  his  son 
had  in  the  lease.  [The  Lard  Chief  Baron. — Suppose  the 
fon  left  creditors].  The  person  entitled  to  the  administra- 
tion is  the  next  of  kin.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  cannot 
take  notice  of  that].  At  hll  events,  that  is  only  a  defisct 
for  want  of  parties.  The  defendant  cannot  insist  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  equity  under  the  deed  of  Novembers  1828, 
to  which  the  defendant  himself  was  a  party,  and  under 
which  he  became  trustee  for  the  son.  Neither  can  he  set^ 
up  the  subsequent  deed  of  assignment  to  Frost,  which  wi 
clearly  fraudulent,  and  void  against  the  plaintiff.  Hisjoi 
ing  in  that  transaction  while  he  was  a  trustee  for  the  son . 
was  an  act  of  fraud.    [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— No  doubt. 

(a)  1  M.  &  K.  61. 


Frost. 
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upcMi  the  Statement  in  the  bill^  the  dfeed  is  void.     A  deed,         1836. 
even  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  would  not  be  the  less      J     ^     ' 

'  Stephens 

void  because  the  trustee  joined  in  conveying  the  legal        ^  v. 
estate]*     That  being  so,  the  defendant  is  remitted  to  his 
fonner  estate  under  the  deed  of  November,  1828,  and  is 
a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bfr.  CkamSess  having  replied , 

Some  discussion  took  place  as  to  the  extent  tb  which 
the  bill  might  be  amended,  in  case  the  demurrer  were  al- 
lowed. It  was  insisted,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  practice 
in  this  Court  ought  to  follow  that  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, where,  after  the  allowance  of  the  demurrer,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  at  liberty  to  amend  except  by  adding  parties ; 
that  in  this  case  liberty  to  amend  by  merely  adding  parties 
would  not  cure  the  defects  of  the  bill,  as  it  must  still  be 
ibewn  that  there  was  a  beneficial  surplus  after  payment  of 
the  intestate's  debts,  and  consequently  that  no  liberty  to 
tmend  ought  to  be  granted.  On  the  other  side  it  was  con- 
tended,  that  when  a  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  introduce  new 
parties,  he  is  allowed  to  introduce  proper  charges  in  re- 
to  those  parties. 


The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— My  diiBculty  is  this.  The 
equity  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  against  Pownall  id,  that  he 
^usy  be  declared  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff.  But  he  can- 
not be  a  trustee  unless  certain  facts,  which  do  not  appear 
Upon  the  bill,  are  established,  namely,  that  Barker,  the  son^ 
died  without  leaving  any  debts,  or  without  having  encum- 
bered his  title  or  disposed  of  his  equitable  interest.  For 
all  that  comes  to  the  father  would  be  the  surplus,  after 
satisfaction  of  all  charges  upon  the  property  made  by 
the  son.  It  ought,  therefore,  to  appear  upon  the  bill  that 
the  son  did  not  part  with  or  mortgage  his  equitable  in- 
terest.    The  plaintiff  would  then  have  an  equity  apparent 


soe 
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1836. 


Stephen! 

V. 

Frost. 


on  the  face  of  the  biU  to  make  Pownall  bis  trustee.  It  'u 
said  that  be  can  only  be  allowed  to  amend  his  bill  by  add- 
ing parties  ;  but  if  I  give  him  leave  to  amend  in  that  par- 
ticular, he  cannot  do  so  to  any  effectual  purpose  inthout 
stating  all  these  things.  He  must  shew  an  equity  agunst 
the  party  whom  he  makes  defendant. 

There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  demurrer. 
The  defendant  cannot  be  the  plaintiff's  trustee  unless  the 
plaintiff  shew  that  the  father  in  fact,  as  well  as  by  possi- 
bility,  had  an  interest  in  these  premises. 

Demurrer  allowedi  with  liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  to  amend  upon  payment  of  the 
defendant's  costs  of  the  demurrer. 


Dee.  Btk.  The  plaintiff  amended  bis  bill  by  introducing  statements 

^gSlS'^Jtain     and  charges  to  the  following  effect :  that  at  the  date  of 
leasehold  pre-     the  assignment  to  Frost,  T.  W.  Barker  was  of  the  age  o' 

mises  to  a  trus-  ^  i    i       «_      ■■  •■    •  • 

tee,  in  trust  for  Seventeen  years,  or  thereabouts,  and  that  he  departed  this 
S'o^d  "tSun***  life  on  or  about  the  6th  May,  1831,  under  the  age  oi 

the  age  of  21 
years,  and  in 
the  mean  time 
to  stand  pos- 
sessed thereof 
in  trust,  to  col* 
lect  and  receive 
the  rents  and 
profits  thereof, 
as  and  when 
the  same  should 
become  pay- 


twenty-one  years;  and  that  thereupon  the  beneficial  ini 
rest  in  the  leasehold  premises  resulted  to  and  became  vested 
in  John  Barker.   That,  although  the  beneficial  interest  i 
the  leasehold  premises  resulted,  as  before  mentioned,  and  i 
is  80  recited  in  the  assignment  to  Frost,  yet  it  is 
alleged  by  the  defendants,  or  one  of  them,  that  the 
T.  W.  Barker  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  premises,  b 
able,  and  there-  ^j^^g  of  the  assignment  of  the  Ist  November,  1828,  and  a 

upon  to  pay,  ^  '  ' 

apply,  and  dis-    times  it  is  also  insisted  by  the  defendants,  or  one  of  them 

pose  of  the 

same  for  and      that  the  defendant  Pownall,  in  whom  the  legal  estate 
m^ntenan^,      ^^^  ^^'^  premises  became  vested,  by  virtue  of  such  as 
ciothin**"and      fiig^ment,  is  a  trustee  thereof  for  the  legal  personal  rep 

support  of  the 

said  son  during  his  minority;  and,  upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  21  years,  upon  troft  toanign 
said  premises,  together  with  the  lease  and  the  accumulations  of  rents,  unto  the  said  soDyhis  ezecft 
tors,  &C.,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term:— Held,  that  the  son  took  a  vested  interest  in  the 
and  that,  upon  his  death  under  21,  it  passed  to  his  personal  representative. 

Demurrer,  under  circumstances,  allowed  to  amended  bill,  after  answer  to  original  bill. 
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ffentative  of  the  said  T.  W.  Barker,  who,  it  is  also  alleged  183fi* 
by  the  defendants  or  one  of  themi  is  a  necessary  party  to 
this  suit ;  nvhereas  the  plaintiff  charges  that  no  one  has  yet 
taken  out  administration  to  the  said  T.  W.«  Barker,  so 
that  the  plaintiff  is  at  present  unable  to  make  the  personal 
representative  of  the  said  T.  W.  Baker  a  party  to  this 
suit.  And  plaintiff  charges  and  insists,  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  the  said  defendant,  C.  E.  Pow- 
nall,  is  and  ought  to  be  declared  a  trustee  for  the  plain- 
f  iflT^  as  such  assignee  as  aforesaid  of  the  legal  estate  of  the 
aaid  leasehold  premises. 

To  the  bill  so  amended  (a),  the  defendants  Frost  and 
Pewnall  severally  demurred : — first,  for  want  of  equity, 
and  secondly,  because  the  personal  representative  of  T.  W. 
Barker  was  not  before  the  Court. 

Mr.  ChandlesSg  for  the  defendant  Frost. — Barker,  the 
son,  took  a  vested  interest  under  the  deed  of  November, 
18:^8.  It  will  be  said  that  that  deed  was  only  to  take 
effect  in  the  event  of  his  attaining  twenty-one.  It  'Vs  clear, 
however,  that  he  had  an  immediate  interest  under  the 
deed,  although,  previously  to  his  attaining  twenty-one,  the 
trustee  had  a  discretiqnary  interest  in  applying  the  profits 
to  his  maintenance.  By  this  deed  the  trusts  are  declared 
of  the  whole  equitable  interest,  and  no  express  trust  is 
declared  for  Barker  the  father.  He  might  have  inserted 
a  limitation  to  himself  if  he  pleased>  but  he  has  not  done 
ao,  and  with  good  reason ;  for  if  he  had,  and  Barker  the 
son  bad  married  and  left  children,  and  died  under  twenty- 
one,  the  children  would  have  been  unprovided  for.  The 
same  argument  applies,  if  this  be  considered  a  resulting 
trust  for  Barker  the  father.  There  is  no  case  in  which 
the  construction  has  been  put  upon  a  trust  of  this  nature 
contained  in  a  deed,  though  there  are  a  variety  of  cases 
relating  to  such  trusts  under  a  will.    But  trust  deeds  of  this 

(a)  See  4  Sim.  485, 
VOL.  II.  X  XQ.  KX 
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sort  are  looked  at  with  the  same  indulgence  as  wills :  Shel- 
doH  V.  Dormer  (a).  In  regard  to  willsi  there  are  two 
classes  of  cases,  involving  trusts  of  this  sort^  and  in  which 
it  has  been  held  that  the  party,  though  dying  under 
twenty-one,  takes  an  immediate  vested  interest.  The  first 
class  is,  where  real  estate  is  devised  to  a  party  **  when**  he 
shall  attain,  or  *'  upon**  his  attaining  twenty-one:  BoroM^ 
ion*4  case  (b),  Doe  d.  Hunt  v.  Moore  (c),  (which  goes 
farther  than  Borasion^s  case,  there  being  no  devise  of  the 
immediate  interest) ;  Bromfield  v.  Crowder  (d).  Doe  d. 
Roake  v.  Nowell  (e),  Goodtitle  d.  Hay  ward  v.  Whitby  (/*), 
Stanley  v.  Stanley  {g).  The  other  class  is,  where  a  legacy 
is  bequeathed  to  a  person  at  twenty*one,  and  the  interest 
is  bequeathed  to  him,  or  a  trustee  is  appointed  for  him  io 
the  meantime  :  Hanson  v.  Graham  (/i),  Murray  t.  Addem^ 
brook  (f). 

The  other  ground  of  demurrer  is,  that  there  ia  no  per- 
sonal representative  of  Thomas  William  Barker  before  the 
Court,  and  no  allegation  of  a  surplus  owing  to  the  plain- 
tiff  after  payment  of  the  intestate*s  debts.  The  question 
on  the  construction  of  the  deed  could  not  be  decided  in 
the  absence  of  the  personal  representative,  and  therefore, 
as  an  excuse  for  not  making  him  a  party,  the  phdntiff 
alleges  that  no  one  has  yet  taken  out  administration  of  his 


(a)  2Vcrn.  310. 

{h)  3  Rep.  19,  a. 

(c)  14  East,  601. 

{d)  \  N.R.  313. 

(c)  1  M.  &  S.  327. 

(/)  1  Burr.  228. 

ig)  16Ve8.  49J. 

(A)  6  Ves.  239. 

(0  4  Russ.  407'  Legacy  to  A. 
and  B.  "whea**  they  shall  attain 
twenty-one,  share  and  share  alike ; 
*'  and  I  appoint  C,  the  father,  in 
trust  for  the  same,  and  trustee  for 
them  during  their  minority;**  and 


in  case  of  the  death  of  either,  tiie 
survivor  to  take  the  whole;  and 
in  case  they  both  die  in  their  mi- 
nority, then  over:  A.  and  B.  take 
a  present  vested  interest :  Brm- 
9trom  v.  fFilkinson,  7  Ves.  421.  S< 
where  legacies  were  given  to  cU! 
dren,  '*  provided"  they  attainf 
twenty-one,  with  an  appointme 
of  trustees  and  guardians  to  f 
to  their  education :  Mills  ▼.  J 
bartSf  1  Russ.  &  Mylne*  555.  J 
see  Judd  v.  Judd,  3  Sim.  525 ;  I 
tar  ?.  Judd,  4  Sim.  455. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  305 

^effects.     That,   howerer,  is  not  a  sufficient   allegation :         1836. 
Hawthorne  v.  Chalie  (a). 

Mr.   G.  Richards,   for  the  defendant  Pownall. — The 
^sases  which  have  been  cited  apply.    T.  W.  Barker  took  a 
'vested  interest  under  the  deed  of  November,  1828,  al- 
though he  died  before  he  came  into  possession.    Upon  the 
construction  of  that  deed,  the  child  being  a  minor,  the 
"Crustee  has  the  disposition  of  the  rents  and  profits  for  his 
Y>enefit,    until  he  attains  twenty-one,  and  then  the  care 
snd  management  of  the  property  is  to  be  his.     Suppose 
^lie  same  provision  had  been  made  for  a  girl,  who  might 
probably  have  married  under  twenty-one,  would  it  have 
leen  contended,  in  case  of  her  dying  under  that  age  leav- 
ing issue,  that  the  issue  were  not  to  take?     Yet  that  ar- 
gument would  hold,  if  the  construction  relied  on  by  the 
plaintiff  is  correct.      Edwards  v.  Symons  (6),    Doe  d. 
Wheedon  v.  Lea  (c). 

To  meet  the  other  ground  of  demurrer,  the  plaintiff 
alleges  that,  no  administration  having  been  granted,  he  is 
unable  to  make  Thomas  William  Barker's  representative 
a  party.  But  by  applying  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  he 
might  have  remedied  that  defect.  If  a  plaintiff,  so  situ- 
ated, is  not  the  next  of  kin,  he  must  cite  the  next  of  kin. 
If  they  do  not  appear,  he  must  himself  procure  letters  of 
administration.  Here  the  party  is  himself  the  representa- 
tive of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  and  might  have 
taken  out  letters  of  administration. 

It  is  said  that  the  deed  of  assignment  to  Frost  is  fraudu- 
lent and  void.  But  there  is  no  allegation  that  Pownall  had 
notice  of  the  fraud,  and  he  was  therefore  bound  to  convey 
as  directed  by  his  cestui  que  trust.  That  being  so,  the 
legal  estate  is  vested  in  Frost,  and  whether  it  is  vested  for 
Frosfs  benefit,  or  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff,  is  a  matter  of 

(o)  2  S.  &  S.  127.  (fr)  2  Marsh,  21 ;  6  Taunt.  213. 

(f)  3  T.  R.  41. 
X  2 
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1836.        indifference  to  Pownall,  and  he  ought  not  to  have  been 
'~*'  made  a  party  to  the  suit. 

V. 

Frost.  jjr.  Stmpkinson  and  Mr.  Keene^  for  the  bill. — This  is 

an  amended  bill,  and  the  amendments  principally  consist 
of  a  statement  that  Thomas  William  Barker  died  under 
twenty-one,  intestate,  and  that  no  one  has  taken  out  admi* 
nistration  of  his  effects.  To  that  amended  bill,  both  as 
regards  relief  and  discovery,  the  defendant  Frost  has  put 
in  a  genet  al  demurrer^  although  to  the  original  bill  he  put 
in  a  full  answer.  It  is  clear  that  if  a  party  demurs  to  a 
bill^  and  answers  any  part  which  is  covered  by  the  demur- 
rer, the  answer  overrules  the  demurrer.  The  same  prin- 
ciple applies  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  amend- 
ments are  so  trifling  that  the  defendant,  in  efTect,  both 
answers  and  demurs  to  the  same  bill :  Hilliardy.  White  (a), 
Spurrier  v.  Fitzgerald  (6),  Atkinson  v.  Hanway  (c),  Ba^ 
sanquetv.  Marsham  {d).  If  the  plaintiff  had  made  a  totally 
different  case  by  his  amended  bill,  the  defendant's  right  to 
demur  to  the  amended  bill  could  not  have  been  disputed; 
but  here  the  relief  sought  by  both  bills  is  the  same,  and 
the  facts  stated  are  substantially  the  same. 

Proceeding,  however,  to  the  main  ground  of  the  demur- 
rer,  the  first  question  is,  whether  the  defendants  are  not 
estopped  from  disputing  the  plaintiff's  title?  All  the  title 
which  the  defendant  Frost  possesses  is  derived  from  the 
deed  of  assignment,  and  that  deed  expressly  recites  that 
Barker,  the  father,  took  by  way  of  resulting  trust.  The 
present  bill  impeaches  this  deed  for  fraud  in  the  defendant 
Frost.  Then,  can  he  turn  round  and  say— It  is  true  I 
committed  the  fraud  complained  of,  but  you  in  fact  had 
no  title  to  the  premises,  and  although  under  that  deed 
alone  I  am  in  possession,  yet  I  insist  that  you  cannot  set 
it  up  against  me?  When  a  transaction  between  A.  and  B. 
is  impeached  for  fraud  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by 

(a)  Mitf.  PI.  drd  ed.  242.  (c)  1  Cox,  360. 

(h)  6  Ves.  648.  (rf)  4  Sim.  673. 
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,  the  Court  will  not  go  into  the  question  whether  A.  had        .1836. 

ood  title.     The  only  question  will  be  fraud  or  no  fraud. 

t  would  seem,  therefore,  that  as  between  the  defendant 

ncl  the  plaintiff^  this  consideration  of  estoppel  alone  is 

4^tal  to  the  demurrer.     To  meet  the  question,  however^ 

pon  the  ground  of  construction,  it  is  difficult  to  say  how 

lie  cases  upon  wills  have  any  reference  to  that  of  a  deed. 

esides,  in  none  of  those  cases  were  the  words  in  ques- 

lon  precisely  similar  to  the  present.    Here  the  word  used 

s   ••  upon  ;**  there  the  vesting  was  to  take  place  "  when" 

Lnd  ''as"  the  individual  had  attained  twenty-one.     The 

ord   ''  upon"  in  a  will,  imports  a  condition  precedent, 

^tjinless  there  be  any  thing  in  other  parts  of  the  will  repug- 

viant  to  that  construction.     Suppose  an  estate  is  given  to 

-A^  till  B.  returns  from  Rome,  and  when  B.  returns,  then 

"^o  C,  can  it  be  contended  that  before  B.  returns  from 

Home  the  estate  vests  in  C.  ?     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — 

Sut  suppose  it  is  given  to  trustees  upon  trust   to  give 

liim  the  rents   and  profits  till  he  returns  from  Rome,  and 

'^vhen  he  returns  to  give  it  to  him  absolutely.]    In  Spencer 

^.  Chase  (a),  a  father  devised  lands  to  trustees  and  their 

leirs  until  his  son  should  come  of  the  age  of  twenty>five 

3  ears,  and  then  in  trust  for  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 

remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  father;  and  the  Court 

IRAS  of  opinion  that  the  son  had  no  vested  interest  until 

twenty-five.    That  case  is  scarcely  distinguishable  from  the 

present     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  that  case  the  de* 

cree  was  inconsistent  with  the  diclum,]     At  all  events, 

there  is  no  case  upon  a  deed  which  has  any  bearing  upon 

the  present,  except  that  of  Campbell  v.  Prescott  (6),  and 

there  it  was  held  that  the  shares  did  not  vest.     It  was  a 

case  of  personalty  only,  but  the  principle  of  that  case  will 

equally   apply    to   realty.      In  Edwards  v.  Symons  and 

Doe  V.  Lea  there  were  limitations  over  after  the  devise  to 

the  children,   which  distinguishes  those  cases  from  the 

present. 

{a)  9  Mod.  30.  (6)  15  Ves.  500. 


308  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1836.  Then,  as  to  the  objection  for  want  of  parties.     [The 

Lord  Chief  Baron. — You  consider  the  demurrer,  for  want 

V,  of  parties,  to  be  matter  of  form;  but,  in  fact,  it  involves 

Frcst* 

the  other  question :  for  there  can  be  no  want  of  parties 
here,  unless  the  estate  was  vested  in  the  son.]  Under  any 
circumstances  the  objection  cannot  be  taken  by  demurrer, 
after  having  been  taken  by  answer.  The  bill  has  been 
amended,  by  stating  that  T.  W.  Barker  died  under  twenty- 
one,  intestate ;  but  that  does  not  vary  the  merits  of  the 
answer.  Therefore  the  answer  overrules  the  demurrer. 
Besides,  in  a  case  like  this,  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to 
take  expensive  proceedings  to  cite  the  next  of  kin:  2 
Madd.  Ch.  Pr.^  chap.  7;  Bowyer  v.  Covert  (a). 

Mr.  Chandless,  in  reply,  being  called  upon  to  address 
himself  to  the  sole  question,  whether  Frost*s  demurrer  was 
overruled  by  his  answer  to  the  original  bill,  contended 
that,  as  every  matter  relating  to  T.  W.  Barker  had  been 
omitted  in  the  original  bill,  the  amended  bill  brought  for- 
ward substantially  a  new  case. 

The  Lord  CuiitiF  Baron. — It  appears  to  me  that  the 
question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment to  Frost.  If  his  answer  to  the  original  bill  bad  been 
put  in  as  a  defence  to  the  same  case  which  now  appears 
upon  the  record,  I  should  have  thought,  both  upon  prin- 
ciple and  authority,  that  his  present  demurrer  came  too  late. 
But  it  appears  that  the  original  bill  was  founded  on  a  dif- 
ferent case  from  that  which  is  now  put  forward,  not  giving 
rise  at  all  to  this  objection  as  to  the  nature  of  the  son's 
interest,  and  therefore  the  defendant  has  a  clear  right  to 
meet  the  new  matter  introduced  either  by  demurrer  or 
plea.  Here  the  amended  bill  discloses  the  very  objection, 
the  omission  of  which  precluded  the  defendaut  from  de- 

(a)  1  Vera.  95. 
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murring  to  the  former  bill,  and  therefore  I  think  that  his  1836. 
demurrer  is  not  inconsistent  with  his  original  answer. 
17hat  puts  both  his  pleadings  in  the  same  predicament ; 
stwid  the  question  now  is,  whether  all  the  proper  parties  are 
befnre  the  Court  That  question  turns  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  deed,  under  which  it  is  supposed  that  Barker, 
^he  father,  can  claim  a  resulting  trust. 

It  appears  to  me  that  it^  will  be  less  expensive  to  the 
parties  to  decide  this  question   now^   as  my  opinion  is 
strong  upon  it,  that  to  reserve  it  for  the  opinion  of  the  full 
Court,  or  of  a  court  of  law.     My  opinion  is  that  the  father 
took  no  resulting  trust  under  this  deed,  but  that  this  was 
WL  vested  interest  in  the  son ;  and  consequently  that  the 
son^s  personal  representative  must  be  before  the  Court  to 
enable  the  Court  to  make  a  decree ;  and  that  the  want  of 
parties  in  this  respect  is  not  a  mere  defect  in  form.     The 
bill  states  that  the  son  died  intestate  and  unmarried,  but  i€ 
does  not  proceed  to  say  that  he  did  not  contract  such  debts 
as  bis  personal  representative  would  be  called  upon  to  pay; 
therefore  such  representative,  not  being  bound  by  proceed- 
ings in  a  suit  in  which  he  was  not  present,  might  after- 
wards open  the  decree  by  taking  out  administration,  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  creditors.     The  decree  in  this  suit 
Would  not  affect  such  a  proceeding;  and,  therefore,  sup- 
posing the  son  to  have  taken  a  vested  interest  under  the 
deed,  the  absence  of  his  personal  representative  would  be 
a  good  ground  for  demurrer.     Now,  as  to  the  deed,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  this  was  an  absolute  assignment  to  trustees 
for  the  benefit  of  the  young  man  during  his  minority,  and 
that  the  legal  estate  was  to  be  transferred  to  him  at  twenty- 
one.    If  there  is  any  difference  between  a  deed  and  a  will  in 
cases  where  the  instrument  admits  of  two  constructions, 
the  deed  is  to  be  taken  the  more  strongly  against  the 
grantor.     Here  the  father  makes  an  absolute  provision  for 
the  son,  but  does  not  enable  his  son  to  contract  in  relation 
to  the  property  till  he  arrives  at  twenty-one,  at  which  period 
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the  trustees  are  to  convey  to  him  the  legal  estate.  Suppose 
they  do  not  convey  it  to  him  at  twenty-one^  they  would  apply 
the  rents  and  profits  according  to  his  direction«  even  if  he 
did  not  call  for  a  conveyance  till  he  was  forty.  It  would  be 
a  continuance  of  the  equitable  estate.  The  purpose  was 
that  it  should  be  vested  in  him.  If  he  had  married  and 
had  children^  the  trustees  would  have  held  it  for  his 
children.  Upon  these  grounds,  I  think  that  the  personal 
representative  of  the  son  ouglit  to  appear.  It  is  very  true 
that  upon  either  construction  of  the  deed  the  father 
would  ultimately  take  the  son's  interest,  and  it  may  be 
probable  that  in  either  case  the  plaintiff  would  have  the 
same  benefit.  But  it  appears  to  me  that  if  he  claims 
through  a  personal  representative  of  the  son,  as  I  think 
he  must,  he  ought  either  to  clothe  himself  in  that  character, 
or  at  all  events  make  the  personal  representative  a  party  to 
the  suit.  The  demurrer  must  be  allowed ;  but  I  shall  give 
the  plaintiff  liberty  to  amend  by  adding  parties. 


Demurrer  allowed. 


anfwtr,  if  it 
inclad«  an  an* 
swer  to  all  tlie 
particular 
charges,  is 
sufBdent 


Anonymous. 

IN  a  bill  filed  by  occupiers  against  a  rector  to  establish  a 
modus,  one  of  the  interrogatories  was — "  And  whether  the 
said  defendant  hath  not  now,  or  whether  he  had  not  at 
some  time,  and  when,  in  his  possession,  custody,  or  power," 
four  books,  which  were  specified  in  the  bill. 

The  defendant  denied  that  he  had  in  his  possession, 
custody,  or  power,  the  four  books  in  the  bill  mentioned, 
or  that  he  had  then  or  ever  had  had  any  books  relating  to 
the  matters  inquired  after  by  the  bill,  save  and  except 
those  which  he  had  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to  his  answer. 
He  then  annexed  to  his  answer  a  schedule  of  books. 
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An  exception  having  been  taken  to  the  answer  for  in«  1836. 

sufficiency,  A^i^J^u.. 

Mr.  Walker,  for  the  exception,  contended  that  an 
answer  to  a  general  charge,  though  it  include  an  answer 
to  a  particular  charge,  is  insufficient.  He  cited  Wharton 
T.  Wharton  {a)* 

Mr.  Duckworth^  contra. 

P£R  Curiam. — The  defendant  says,  first,  I  have  not  the 
four  books  you  mention ;  secondly,  I  have  set  forth  in  a 
schedule  all  the  books  I  have,  and,  excepting  what  I  have 
there  set  forth,  I  never  had  any  hooks.  The  proposition 
of  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Wharton  v.  Wharton^  is  too  general. 
Dolus  latet  in  generalibus  in  some  cases,  but  not  in  all. 
The  opinion  of  a  Judge  on  grammar  is  not  of  so  much 
force  as  his  opinion  upon  law. 

Exception  overruled. 

(a)  1  S.  &  S.  235. 


Thompson  v.  Hodgson.  juiy  4th, 

JuR.  WRAY moved  that  the  sale  in  this  cause  might  be  Auctioneer  in 
conducted  by  an  auctioneer  in  the  country,  to  be  approved  Llnted^to  win 
by  the  Master.     He  said  that  the  estate  was  insolvent,  **"^'  ^**«  •■'* 

,  ,  ,  ,         under  a  decree, 

and  that  it  was  advisable  to  avoid  the  expense  of  sending  to  avoid  the 
the  Master  s  clerk  into  the  country.  fnglhTMuter'f 

Motion  granted.       ^^*'^' 


S\2 
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Jtdy  9th. 

Papers  and 
documents  pro* 
duced  by  the 
defendant  for 
the  plaintiff's 
inspection, 
ordered,  upon 
motion  before 
hearing,  to  be 
re-delivered  to 
the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff 
having  had  full 
opportunity  to 
inspect  them. 


Jones  r.  Thomas. 

]M[r.  METCALFE  moved,  before  hearing,  for  the  re- 
delivery of  certain  letters  and  other  documents,  which  had 
been  left  with  the  defendant's  clerk  in  Court,  under  the 
usual  order  for  production.  That  order  was  dated  the 
23rd  January,  1828,  since  which  time  the  plaintiff  had 
had  every  opportunity  of  inspecting  them.  The  object  of 
the  present  motion  was,  that  those  letters  and  documents 
might  be  produced  on  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses ; 
the  defendant  undertaking  to  return  them  on  the  return 
of  the  commission. 


Mr.  RovpeU,  for  the  plaintiff,  opposed  the  motion,  on 
the  ground  that  the  usual  order  for  production  implied  an 
onler  for  the  safe  custody  of  the  papers.  He  likewise 
contended  that  the  circumstance  of  the  plaintiff*8  having 
had  ample  time  to  inspect  these  documents  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  granting  this  motion,  as  they  might  be 
wanted  on  the  trial  of  the  action  to  which  this  cause  re- 
lated. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  usual  order  for  produc- 
tion of  papers  and  documents  is  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
spection, and  not  of  safe  custody.  As  to  tiie  other  ob- 
jection, it  may  be  true  that  the  papers  might  be  wanted 
on  the  trial  of  the  action,  but  I  must  not  assume  facts  for 
the  purpose  of  depriving  a  party  of  his  documents.  He 
ought  to  have  them  back  again  unless  any  thing  special  ir 
shewn  to  the  contrary.  He  offers  to  bring  them  back^ 
again  on  the  return  of  the  commission. 


Motion  granted. 


COURT  OF  KXCUEQU£R. 


Gregory  r.  Gregory.  Nov.  eth, 

Dec,  12M. 

AMES  GREGORY,  the  elder,  by  his  will,  after  direct-  xettator  having 
ig  the  payment  of  his  just  debts,  gave,  devised,  and  be-  fgt^^^^^/j,'"* 
ueatbed  unto  his  nephew  John  Gregory,  liis  son  James  ^*»'*«  executors 
regory,  and  his  son-in-law  James  Pollit,  all  those  his  two  sell  and  apply 
loses  or  parcels  of  land  called  the  Checkers,  otherwise  the  sale  iw^iart 
ilkington  Fields,  then  in  his  own  occupation,  and  also  all  of ^is personalty, 
nd  singular  his  stock,  utensils  in  trade,  household  goods  given  to  one  of 
nd  furniture,  and  other  personal  estate  and  effects  what-  an  option  to 
^)ever  and  wheresoever,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  L"/.^.^'f  ^^^ 

'  estate  at  a  cer- 

ohn  Gregory,  James  Gregory  the  son,  and  James  Pollit,  *«»"  P"ce»  the 

^     ,  ,  ^     "  two  other  exe- 

leir  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  upon  trust,  that  they,  or  the  cutors  conveyed 
►  iirvivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  &c.  joiwd'i^'a're- 
f  such  survivor,  should  absolutely  sell  and  dispose  of  the  ^^•P^/o''  the 

•^  *^  purchase 


id  two  fields,  stock,  and  other  effects  and  premises,  and  money.   The 

by  and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  pay  or  retain  to  his  money  was,  in 

9aid  son  James  Gregory,  and  to  his  daughter  Ann,  the  an*d'a°fterw*wds 

'wife  of  the  said  James  Pollit,  1000/.  a  piece,  which  he  the  third  exe- 

,.  11  1  1.,  4,«         cutor  became 

^ave  and  bequeathed  to  them  accordingly.  And  after  bankrupt:— 
payment  of  those  legacies  the  testator  bequeathed  all  the  the^wo^other 
residue  of  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sales  aforesaid,  and  "«c»>to"  were 

•^  answerable  to 

of  all  his  estate  and  effects  whatsoever,  unto  his  said  son  the  residuary 

and  daughter,  and  unto  his  grandson  James,  the  son  of  de^dcncy! 

liis  late  brother  John  Gregory,  their  respective  executors, 

administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst 

tbem,  share  and  share  aUke  as  tenants  in  common.     The 

testator   then    provided,  that  in  case  his  said  grandson 

should  die  under  twenty-one,  without  leaving  issue,  then  his 

share  of  the  residue  should  go  to  the  other   residuary 

legatees.     Provided  also,  and  it  was  the  testator's  express 

trill,  mind,  and  direction,  that  in  the  sales  of  the  said  two 

closes,  his  said  son  James  Gregory,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 

should  have  the  option  of  taking  the  same  at  the  price  or 

sum  of  700/.,  and  no  more,  if  they  should  think  proper. 
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1836.         And  the  testator  appointed  the  said  John  Gregory,  James 
Gregobt       Gregory  the  son,  and  James  Pollit  to  be  his  executors. 

»•  The  testator  died  in  December,  1804,  without  revoking 

Gregory.         ...  .     . 

his  will,  leaving  the  several  parties  named  in  it  surviving 

him.  The  three  executors  proved  the  will,  but  the  en- 
tire management  of  the  testator*s  property  was  left  to 
James  Gregory,  the  son,  who  immediately  upon  the  tes- 
tator's death  took  possession  of  the  personal  estate,  and 
received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate,  and  paid 
the  testator's  debts.  He  likewise  elected  to  purchase  the 
two  closes,  upon  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  testator's 
will,  and  accordingly  that  property  was  conveyed  to  him 
in  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  in  January,  1808» 
which  were  executed  by  John  Gregory  and  Pollit.  That 
conveyance  was  expressed  to  be  made  in  consideration  of 
700/.,  paid  by  James  Gregory  the  son,  and  a  receipt  for 
the  purchase-money  was  endorsed  on  the  deed,  and  signed 
by  John  Gregory  and  Pollit.  In  fact,  however,  no  part 
of  the  purchase-money  was  ever  paid  by  James  Gregory 
the  son,  and  in  1816  he  became  bankrupt. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  James  Gregory  the  grand- 
son, against  the  executors  and  the  assignees  of  James 
Gregory  the  son,  praying  a  general  account  of  the  testa- 
tor's estate,  and,  if  necessary,  that  the  defendants  John 
Gregory  and  Pollit,  might  be  personally  charged  with 
the  said  sum  of  700/.,  and  interest  thereon. 

The  defendants,  John  Gregory  and  Pollit,  by  their 
answer,  admitted  that  they  had  executed  a  deed,  which 
they  believed  to  be  a  conveyance  of  the  closes  in  question 
to  James  Gregory  the  son,  and  that  they  had  joined  in  a 
receipt  for  the  purchase-money.  But  they  said  that  they 
had  done  this  merely  for  conformity  as  trustees,  and  that 
they  had  never  interfered  with  or  received  any  part  of  the 
testator's  estate. 

The  question  was,  whether,  under  these  circumstances. 
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they  were  to  be  made  answerable  for  the  non-payment  of        1836. 
the  purchase-money  by  James  Gregory  the  younger?  ^ 


V, 

Gregory. 


Mr.  James  Russell,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Girdlesione,  for  the  several  defen- 
dants. 

Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  the  only  question  is,  whe-      Dm.  12/A* 
tlier  I  should  direct  in  my  decree  that  John  Gregory  and 
James  Pollit,  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  James  Gregory, 
the  elder,  should  be  charged  with  the  sum  of  700/.  and 
interest,   which  it  is  contended  they  ought  to  have  re- 
ceived from  James  Gregory,  the  son,   their  co-trustee; 
and  whether  I  should  further  direct  an  inquiry  as  to  what 
other  sums  have  been  lost  to  the  estate  by  their  wilful 
default. 

These  parties  were  two  of  the  three  executors  under 

the  will  of  James  Gregory  the  elder.     That  will  contained 

A  clause  expressly  giving  an  option  to  James  Gregory,  the 

*on,  the  third  executor,  to  purchase  for  the  sum  of  700/* 

^rtain  closes,  which  had  been  devised  to  the  executors 

in  trust  to  be  sold  for  the  general  purposes  of  the  will. 

^^txies  Gregory,  the  son,  availed  himself  of  this  option, 

*nd  a  conveyance  was  accordingly,  in  January,  1808,  ex- 

^uted  by  John  Gregory  and  James  PoUit  to  James  Gre- 

i^^y,  the  son,  of  the  lands  in  question ;  and  on  the  back 

®^the  conveyance  they  both  signed  a  receipt  for  the  pur- 

chaae-money.     Now,  in  fact,  neither  of  them  received  it, 

"^^  it  remained  unpaid  by  James  Gregory,  jun.,  who  be- 

^•^c  a  bankrupt  in  1816. 

It  is  contended,  that  in  this  case  the  parties  are  trus- 
^^^«  not  executors,  and  that  the  rule  as  to  their  liability 
^^t^ds  on  different  grounds  from  that  of  executors.  In  the 
^^^  of  executors,  if  they  join  in  the  receipt  of  money 
^^ich  may  be  lawfully  received  by  each,  the  better  opi- 
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1836.        nion  is,  that  they  are  all  liablet  seeing  that  the  receipt 

OuooRT      ^^^^  >"  ^h*^  ^^^^  ^  reasonably  taken  to  amount  to  an  ad- 
9'  mission,  by  each,  of  his  having  an  actual  controul  over  the 

money  received.     It  is  not  worth  while  to  canrass  the  law 
on  this  subject  minutely,  or  to  discuss  the  exceptions,, 
some  of  which  may  be  found  in  the  books,  to  the  abov< 
rule.     But  the  case  of  trustees  who  join  in  receiving 
conformity  is  different.     There,  those  only  are  chargeal 
by  whom  the  money  was  actually  received.     But  both  ex— 
ecutors  and  trustees  are  liable  for  breaches  of  trust,  or  fo^ 
gross  neglect.     The  principles  are  fully  stated  by  Lon 
Thurlow  in  Sadler  v.  Hobbs  (a),  and  by  Lord  Eidon  iiH(  3. 
Brice  v.  Stokes  (6). 

Now  here,  James  Gregory,  the  son,  could  only  lawfully   9; 
possess  himself  of  the  estate,  by  availing  himself  of  th»    «e 
conditional  option  given  by  the  will.     The  duty  of  th»       e 
others,  whether  co-executors  or  co-trustees,  was  to  se        e 
that  that  condition  was  performed  by  him.     Without  tha^iBt 
they  ought  not  to  have  conveyed  at  all.   Having  conve] 
and  having  affirmed  by  signing  the  receipt  that  they 
performed  tlieir  duty  in  that  respect,  I  think  they  must  1^  ^ 
taken  to  have  received  the  money,  and  that  it  does  not  li^ 
in  their  mouths  to  say  that  they  have  committed  a  breacb 
of  duty,  in  leaving  the  money  in  the  hands  of  their  co^ 
trustee,  the  purchaser  of  the  estate. 

Lord  Redesdale,  in  Jot/  v.  Campbell  (c),  speaking  of 
the  case  of  executors,  lays  it  down  that  the  true  question 
is,  whether  the  receipt  purports  that  the  money  was  under 
the  controul  of  both  executors,  and  if  so,  the  one  who  did 
not  receive  it,  is  still  responsible  as  if  he  had.     That  prin- 
ciple is  also  applicable  to  this  case.     Here,  the  receipt 
purports  that  the  money,  as  it  ought  to  be,  was  under  die 
controul  of  John  Gregory  and  James  Pollit,  and,  there* 


(a)  2  Br.  C.  C.  114.  (6)  11  Ves.  jun.  324. 

(c)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  341. 
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fore,  makes  them  responsible.  If,  indeed,  one  of  them 
Iiad  received  the  money,  the  case  would  have  been  diSe- 
Tcnt  as  to  the  other  who  had  not  received  it.  But  here, 
neither  of  them  having  received  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
loth  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty,  and  that  both 
are  liable  to  make  good  the  loss  arising  therefrom.  I  pro- 
pose,  therefore,  to  add  to  my  decree  a  direction  to  the 
]!ilaster  to  inquire  whether  these  things  are  so,  and  if  he 
finds  the  facts  as  above  suggested,  to  charge  these  parties 
ivith  the  receipt  of  700/.,  and  with  interest  at  4/.  per  cent. 
Sut  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  direct  him  to  charge 
them  with  any  other  sums  beyond  those  which  they  may 
hare  actually  received. 

Decree  accordingly. 


1836. 


Orboory 

V. 

Grb«oey. 


MaBER  V.  HOBBS. 


Nov.  8//^, 
Dec.  12M. 


JCjLIZABETH  brook,  spinster,  transferred  two  seve-  E.  b.,  a  single 
ral  sums  of  800/.  new  SI.  lOs.  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  and  ferreS"' 


certain 

81/.  Long  Annuities,  her  property, into  the  names  of  herself  ■**^^»  ^^'  ?•?" 

**  »  r      I        J »  perty,  into  the 

and  of  John  Wood  Wilkes  and  Henry  Frederick  Gray,  in  joint  names  of 
the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  trustees;  and 
England,  and  by  an  indenture  of  settlement,  bearing  date  °^J*g  transfer °siie 
the  9th  of  April,  1828,  which  was  the  day  of  the  transfer,  and  the  trustees, 

'^      '  '  ''  '    without  refer- 

ence to  any  mar- 
mgt  on  her  part,  ezcetited  an  indenture,  by  which  it  was  declared  that  the  trustees  should  bold 
tbc  property  in  tiust,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  E.  B.  for  her  life,  fer  her  sole  and  separate  use,  inde- 
pendent of  any  husband  whom  she  might  marry;  and,  after  her  death,  upon  such  trusts  as  B.  B. 
skoold  by  will,  notwithstandinf  her  coverture,  appoint;  and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  in 
tmst  for  E.  B.,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  B.  B.  afterwards  married,  and  by  a 
deed,  reciting  the  settlement,  and  executed  by  her  husband  and  herself,  she,  by  the  direction  of 
her  hoitband,  assigned  the  dividends  of  the  stock  in  trust,  for  the  punctual  payment  of  an  annuity 
granted  by  the  husband  :—Hir/d^  thst,  whether  or  not  under  the  deed  of  settlement  the  wife  had 
power,  as  against  her  husband,  to  make  this  assignment,  the  joining  the  husband  in  the  deed  of 
•asignnient  was  a  confirmation  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  consequently  that  the  assignment  by 
the  wife  waa  valid. 

Qiutrf,  whether,  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Davits  v.  Thornycroft,  6  Sim.  420,  a  trust  for  the 
Mparate  utc  of  a  single  woman  is  valid  against  an  after«taken  husband  t 

The  S4th  and  56th  sections  of  stat  6  Geo.  4,  cl6,  are  not  confined  to  mere  personal  obligations 
by  the  surety,  but  are  applicable  to  cases  where  the  property  of  the  surety  is  assigned  as  a  collateral 
aecurity  for  the  debt  of  the  principal. 

Where  the  whole  consideration  money  is  paid  to  the  grantor  of  an  annuity,  and  out  of  that 
anooey  the  attorney  immediately  receives  from  the  grantor  the  amount  of  hia  bill  of  costs,  this  is 
not  an  illegal  retainer  within  the  Annuity  Acts. 
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1836.  and  made  between  lierrelf  of  the  one  part^  and  the  said 
J.  W,  Wilkes  and  H.  F.  Gray  of  the  other  part,  it  was 
declared  that  the  said  J.  W.  Wilkes  and  H.  F.  Gray,  their 
executors  and  administrators,  should  stand  possessed  of 
the  said  two  sums  of  stock,  and  the  dividends  and  annual 
produce  thereof,  upon  trust,  to  permit  the  said  dividends 
and  annual  produce  to  be  received  by,  or  otherwise  to  pay 
the  same  into  the  hands  of  the  said  Elisabeth  Brook 
during  her  life,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  independent 
of  any  husband  with  whom  she  might  intermarry,  and  so 
as  the  same  should  not  be  subjected  to  his  debts,  controuU 
or  engagements ;  and  her  receipt  only,  or  the  receipt  ol 
any  person  or  persons  whom  she  might  from  time  to  tim( 
appoint  to  receive  the  same,  was  to  be  an  effectual  releasi 
and  discharge  for  the  said  dividends,  &c     And  imme- 


diately after  her  death,  upon  trust,  that  the  said  trustees 
and  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  and  administrators 
should  stand  possessed  of,  and  interested  in,  the  said  Ban 
and  Long  Annuities,  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  an 
purposes  as  the  said  Elizabeth  Brook  should,  notwitL 
standing  her  coverture,  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  tm 
be  executed  as  therein  mentioned,  direct  or  appoint ;  an 
for  want  of  such  direction  or  appointment,  in  trust  for  the 
said  Elizabeth  Brook,  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns. 

After  the  execution  of  this  deed,  a  marriage  took  place 
between  Elizabeth  Brook  and  the  defendant  John  William 
Hobbs ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  deed  had  been  made 
in  contemplation  of  that  or  any  other  marriage* 

Soon  after  the  marriage,  the  husband  being  in  want  of 
money,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  fur  an  advance  of  SOOl 
This  was  agreed  to  in  consideration  of  an  annuity  of  27A 
for  certain  lives,  to  be  secured  by  the  covenant  of  the 
husband,  and  by  the  appointment  and  assignment  of  tbe 
wife  of  the  dividends  of  the  stock  during  the  lires  for 
which  the  annuity  should  be  payable.     The  plaintiff  ac- 
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cordingly  paid  the  consideration  money  into  the  hands  of         1836. 
Mrs.  Hobbs,  who  immediately  handed  it  o?er  to  her 
husband.    The  latter  then  paid  out  of  it  45/.  to  the  soli- 
citor for  his  bill  of  costs. 

The  annuity  deed,  which  was  executed  by  Hobbs  and 
his  wife  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part, 
after  reciting  the  transfer  of  the  stock  into  the  names  of 
Mrs.  Hobbs  (then  Elizabeth  Brook)  and  her  trustees,  and 
likewise  the  deed  of  trust,  witnessed,  that  in  consideration 
of  the  sum  of  SOOL  paid  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  the 
said  J.  W.  Hobbs  granted,  bargained,  sold,  and  confirmed 
unto  the  plaintiff^  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  27/.,  to  have,  hold,  re- 
ceive, and  take  the  same,  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  during  the  lives  of  Hobbs  and 
bis  wife,  and  the  plaintiff  and  other  persons  named  in  the 
deed.  And  it  was  further  witnessed,  that  in  consideration 
of  the  sum  of  300/.  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Hobbs,  in  her 
own  proper  person,  in  hand  paid  by  plaintiff,  the  said 
J.  W.  Hobbs  did  covenant  with  plaintiff  for  the  payment 
to  him,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  of  the 
said  annuity,  by  half-yearly  payments  on  the  days  therein 
mentioned.  And  it  was  further  witnessed,  that  for  securing 
the  due  payment  of  the  annuity,  the  said  Elizabeth  Hobbs, 
in  the  exercise  of  the  power  or  authority  given  to  or  vested 
in  her  by  the  indenture  of  settlement,  and  of  all  and  every 
other  powers  and  authorities,  and  with  the  consent  and 
approbation  of  her  said  husband,  did  direct  and  appoint, 
bargain,  sell,  and  assign  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
&C.,  all  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  to  arise 
and  become  payable  during  the  lives  aforesaid,  for  or  in 
respect  of  the  said  two  sums  of  stock  vested  in  the  names 
of  the«before  named  trustees,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  said 
settlement ;  and  all  right,  title,  &c.  of  her,  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Hobbs,  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of  the  said  dividends,  interest, 
and  annual  proceeds,  and  every  part  thereof,  or  of,  in,  to, 
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1836.        or  out  of  any  other  estate,  monies,  stocks,  funds,  and  se- 
curities, which  the  said  Elizabeth  Hobbs  might  or  should 
thereafter  have,  take,  or  be  entitled  to,  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  said  indenture  of  settlement,  and  the  yearly  divi- 
dends, interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof;  to  have,  bold, 
receive,  and  take  the  premises  unto  the  plaintiff*,  his  exie- 
cutors,  ^EC,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  said  dividends,  interest, 
and  premises,  to  retain  the  said  annuity  in  the  manner  in  the 
annuity  deed  mentioned,  and  to  pay  such  costSj  charges, 
and  expenses  as  the  plaintiff*,  his  executors,  &c.  should  sus- 
tain or  be  put  unto  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  thereof, 
and  to  pay  the  residue  from  time  to  thne  unto,  or  to  permit 
the  same  to  be  received  by  the  said  Elizabeth  Hobbs  or  her 
assigns,  for  her  and  their  own  use  and  benefit.     The  deed, 
then  contained  a  power  of  attorney  from  Elizabeth  Hobbs 
to  the  plaintiff*,  authorizing  him,  his  executors,  &&,  to  su^ 
for,  recover,  and  take  the  said  dividends,  interest,  and  pre* 
mises  when  due,  and  to  give  receipts  for  the  same  ;  anA 
also  a  declaration  that  every  receipt  or  discharge  whicha 
should  be  given,  made,  or  executed  by  the  plaintiff^,  his 
executors,  &c.,  concerning  the  premises,  should  be  binding 
and  conclusive  on  Elizabeth  Hobbs.     The  deed  also  con- 
tained a  proviso  for  repurchase  of  the  annuities  by  Hobbs 
and  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  their  or  either  of  their 
assigns. 

The  annuity  was  regularly  paid  to  the  plaintiff*  until  the 
bankruptcy  of  Hobbs,  which  took  place  on  the  23d  of  No- 
vember, 1832.  The  plaintiff*  refused  to  prove  for  the 
amount  of  his  annuity  under  the  fiat,  but  in  Februaiyi 
1833,  after  Hobbs  had  obtained  his  certificate,  he  filed 
the  present  bill  against  Hobbs  and  his  wife,  the  trustees 
under  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  the  Governor  and  Com* 
pany  of  the  Bank  of  England,  praying  for  an  account  and 
satisfaction  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity ;  that  for  that  pur- 
pose the  stock  might  be  transferred  into  the  name  of  the 
Accountant- General ;  and  that  in  the  interim  any  transfer 
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f  the  dividends  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants  Hobbs         1836. 
d  wife  might  be  restrained. 

The  grounds  of  defence  were — first,  that  Mrs.  Hobbs 

iras  not  a  principal  in  the  annuity  deed,  but  only  a  surety 

br  her  husband,  and  that  the  plaintiff  not  having  proved 

the  annuity  under  the  fiat,  he  had  lost  his  remedy 

^gMnst  both  the  defendants,  the  bankrupt  being  dis« 

charged  by  his  certificate;  and  secondly,  that  if  Mrs. 

Slobba  was  a  principal  in  the  annuity  deed,  all  her  interest 

the  property  thereby  assigned,  subject  to  the  plaintiff's 

laima,  passed  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  the  husband  to  his 

Bssignees,  and  they  ought  therefore  to  have  been  parties 

'^o  the  suit.    The  defendants  Hobbs  and  wife  likewise 

Snsisted  by  their  answer,  that  the  mode  of  payment  of 

^e  consideration  money  was   illegal.     It  will  be  seen, 

Xiowerer,   that  they  did  not  press  this  objection  at  the 

liearnig. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  plaintifi. — It  is  ob- 
jected to  this  bill,  that  the  wife  was  only  surety  for  the 
husband,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  proved  un- 
der the  fiat  before  he  sued  the  surety.  But  the  55th  sec- 
tion of  the  Bankrupt  Act  applies  only  to  those  cases  where 
there  is  a  mere  personal  undertaking  by  the  surety,  and 
not  where  the  grantee  of  the  annuity  has  taken  the  pre- 
caution to  have  it  charged  as  a  permanent  fund.  [Alder- 
Mon,  B. — Is  there  any  authority  for  saying  that  that  section 
is  merely  confined  to  personal  obligations  ?]  There  is  no 
express  authority  to  that  effect ;  but  it  cannot  be  that  the 
bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  parties  puts  an  end  to  the  charge 
which  the  other  has  taken  the  precaution  to  make.  The 
legislature  could  not  have  intended  such  a  result  without 
more  peculiar  words.  However,  even  supposing  that  in 
an  ordinary  case  the  statute  would  have  the  effect  con- 
tended for,  here  the  plaintiff  could  not  sue  the  wife  person- 
ally, but  only  the  fund  settled  to  her  separate  use.     In 

y2 
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1836.        Other  cases  the  surety  might  sue  the  principal  afterwards, 

Mabbr       ^^^  ^^^®  ^^  would  be  impossible  so  to  do. 
V-  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  the  question  of  surety- 

•10BB8* 

ship,  because  in  fact  the  agreement  was  with  both  the 
husband  and  wife,  and  the  grantee  made  the  wife  a  prin- 
cipal in  the  transaction.  The  money  was  paid  into  the 
hands  of  the  wife.  It  will  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  has 
departed  with  his  remedy,  because  part  of  the  considera- 
tion money  was  paid  over  to  the  solicitor,  but  the  mannei 
in  which  that  was  done  was  legal ;  Mouys  t.  Leake  (a), 

Hurd  V.  GirMesione  (ft),  Aston  v.  Gwinmett  (c).     [Alder 

eon,  B. — In  Barber  v.  Gameon  (d),  the  same  point  occur- 
red* The  whole  money  was  paid  do¥m  by  the  grantee, 
and  part  of  it  paid  over  to  the  attorney.  The  question  ii 
who  is  liable  originally  to  the  attorney  ?  If  a  person  grantin{ 
an  annuity  agrees  originally  with  the  attorney  for  paymen  ^^B 
of  his  costs,  the  grantee  is  not  responsible  as  for  a  frandu.  ^ 
lent  retainer.  In  many  of  the  cases  there  is  an  express 
pulation  to  that  effect].  In  Mouys  t.  Leake  there  was 
express  stipulation,  and  yet  the  deed  was  supported, 
all  events,  the  Court  has  a  discretionary  power  as  to  aettin^  j 
aside  this  deed  on  the  ground  of  fetainer :  Barber  t.  Gam^^ 
son,  Williamson  v.  Gould  (e),  Gorton  r.  Champneys  (/  3 
Girdlestone  v.  AUan  (g). 

Mr.  G.  Richards,  for  a  defendant,  a  prior  incumbrant^TT 
on  the  fund. 


Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Kenyon  Parker^  for  the  def<^ 
dants  Hobbs  and  wife. — ^The  question  is,  whether  M^"^ 
Hobbs  had  power  to  pledge  these  Bank  Annuities,  eitk^ 
as  principal  or  surety  ?     Before  her  marriage  she  was 


(a)  8  T.  R.  411.  (e)  8  Moore,  109;  1  Bmg.SSl 

(b)  I  Marsh,  407;  6 Taunt.  8.  (f)  8  Moore,d02;  1  BlDg.2S7' 

(c)  3Y  &  J.  136.  (g)  1  B.  &  C.  61. 
{d)  4B.&  A.  281. 
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%*tled  to  them  absolutely.  Afterwards  she  executed  a  deed,         1836. 
dated  the  9th  of  April,  18S8,  not  in  contemplation  of  her 
"snarriage  with  Hobbs,  but  being  a  spinster,  by  which  she 
conveyed  the  Bank  Annuities  to  trustees  for  her  separate 
use,  independent  of  the  control  of  any  future  husband. 
The  question  is,  whether,  notwithstanding  this,  the  fund 
did  not  belong  absolutely  to  her  husband*    Property  may 
undoubtedly  be  given  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married 
woman ;  but  property  given  or  conveyed  to  the  separate 
use  of  a  spinster,  without  reference  to  her  marriage  with 
any  particular  person,  vests  in  the  husband  whom  she 
afterwards  marries.     This  property   therefore  vested  in 
Hobbs,  and  she  had  no  power  to  assign  it:  Newton  v. 
Reid{a)^  Woodmestonv.  Walker  (b),  Massey  v.  Parker  {c). 
That  being  so,  the  Court  cannot  grant  relief  in  this  case 
in  the  absence  of  the  assignees  of  Hobbs,  who  are  the 
parties  most  materially  interested  in  the  fund.     On  refer- 
ence to  the  annuity  deed,  it  will  be  found  that  Hobbs  en- 
ters into  no  covenant  for  securing  the  annuity  on  these 
ftinds.     He  only  covenants  to  pay  the  annuity ;  though, 
even  if  he  covenanted  beyond  that,  it  would  not  remove 
the  objection  for  want  of  parties.     At  all  events,  the  as- 
signees are  entitled  to  be  heard  on  this  question.     But 
should  the  Court  be  against  the  defendants  on  this  point, 
the  next  question  is,  what  was  the  real  transaction  between 
the  parties?     Was  it  a  joint  contract  for  the  benefit  of 
Hobbs  and  his  wife,  or  substantially  for  the  sole  benefit  of 
Hobbs?     Was  not  the  payment  made  to  Mrs.  Hobbs  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  giving  colour  to  the  transaction,  so 
as  to  attempt  to  affect  her  separate  interest?     According 
to  the  plaintiff's  own  deed,  it  was  not  a  grant  of  annuity 
by  the  wife,  but  the  husband.     It  is  true  that  the  whole 
consideration  was  in  the  first  instance  paid  to  Mrs.  Hobbs, 
but  the  defendants  swear  that  the  whole  contract  was  with 

(a)  4  Sim.  HI.        (6)  2  Russ.  &  M.  197.        (0  I  M.  &  K.  174. 
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Hobbs  alonci  and  that  he,  conceiving  that  hb  wife  had  a 
separate  interest  in  this  property,  applied  to  her  to  gua- 
rantee the  payment  of  the  annuity  out  of  her  separate 
estate.  She  did  so,  under  the  belief  that  her  act  was 
merely  that  of  a  surety,  and  not  that  of  a  principal. 
Assuming  that  she  was  a  surety,  the  case  is  mthin  the 
54th  and  55th  sections  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  The  latter 
of  these  sections  must  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
former. 

The  defendants  make  no  objection,  on  the  ground 
illegal  retainer  under  the  annuity  acts. 


Mr.  Beihett  and  Mr.  HaUeit,  for  the  defendants^  the- 
trustees  of  the  settlement — The  trustees  are  to  see  thal^ 
all  parties  interested  are  before  the  Court.    Whether  th^ 
assignees  should  be  parties  depends  on  a  question  on  whicfaft. 
a  difference  of  opinion  exists  in  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  th^ 
Vice-chancellor  holding  that  a  trust  for  the  separate  uae  o^ 
a  single  woman  is  valid  against  the  party  whom  she  ma]^ 
afterwards  marry,  while  other  Judges  hold  the 
The  cases  which  occurred  before  Vice-Chancellor 
Benson  v.  Benson  (a),  and  Dames  v.  Thomycrqfi  (6)* 
In  the  latter  the  express  point  was  decided;  and  hLs 
Honor  took  a  distinction  between  the  clause  against  alien* 
ation  and  the  clause  for  separate  use.    On  the  other  hand  ^ 
all  the  observations  in  Massey  v.  Parker  tend  to  shew  that; 
the  doctrine,  as  to  a  clause  against  alienation  being  good 
or  otherwise  against  a  subsequent  marriage,  applies  witb. 
the  same  force  to  a  trust  for  separate  use.     A  provisCP 


(a)  6  Sim.  126. 

(6)  6  Sim.  420.  The  effect  of 
tlus  case  is  to  give  testators  power 
to  reverse  the  general  rale  of  law, 
by  which  the  personal  property  of 
an  unmarried  woman  becomes, 
upon  her  marriage,  primA  facie 
the  property  of  the  husband.    It 


seems  a  fur  subject  of  specolati* 
whether  tins  decision   may  n 
lead  to  incon?enient  results, 
current  of  modem  aathctfitiei 
the  other  way.  In  addition  to 
cases  cited  in  argument  in 
principal  case,  see  TuUett  t. 
strongy  1  Keen,  428. 
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^igainst  alienation  is  part  of  the  trust  for  separate  use.         1836. 
nrhat  trust  is  only  a  creature  of  a  court  of  equity,  and 
^>riginates  in  a  desire  to  protect  a  woman  in  contracting  a 
siarriage.     The  object  of  it  is  not  to  put  a  perpetual  re- 
^raint  upon  her  acts. 

Mr.  Boieler,  ui  reply. — All  the  cases  which  have  been 
cited  are  those  oF  legacies  to  a  woman's  separate  use,  with 
or  without  power  of  anticipation.  The  clause  against  an- 
ticipation has  been  held  to  be  bad,  and  the  gift  to  the 
separate  use,  simply,  has  been  held  by  the  Vice-chancellor 
to  be  good.  This  is  the  case  of  a  lady,  who  being  sole, 
executes  a  deed,  by  which  she  vests  her  own  property  in 
trustees,  for  her  separate  use  during  her  life,  and  not  to  be 
subject  to  the  debts  of  any  husband  she  might  marry,  with 
a  clause  enabling  her  to  dispose  of  the  property  by  will  af- 
ter ber  dbath.  That  indenture  was  sanctioned  and  confirm- 
ed by  the  husband  whom  she  does  marry ;  a  circumstance 
which  alone  is  sufficient  to  support  the  deed,  even  if  the 
Vice-Chancellor's  decision  be  wrong.  The  husband  acts 
upon  it  and  adopts  it»  and  complains  of  no  fraud.  It  is  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  the  same  as  if  he  had  been  a  party  to  it. 
In  the  case  of  the  Countess  of  Strathmore  v.  Bowes  (a),  a 
deed  of  this  nature  was  established  against  £owes,  the  hus- 
band, although  he  had  no  notice  of  it,  and  complained  of 
fraud*  Here  the  husband  absolutely  sanctions  the  deed. 

With  reference  to  the  Bankrupt  Act  the  question  isj 
whether,  when  the  deed  was  executed,  the  grantee  of 
the  anpuity  did  not  elect  to  consider  the  wife  not  a  surety 
but  a  principal,  and  whether  he  did  not  pay  the  money 
to  her  upon  that  understanding.  Considering,  however, 
the  wife  as  a  mere  surety,  the  54th  section  of  the  statute 
only  shews  that  the  annuity  creditor  is  entitled^  not  bounds 
to  prove  against  the  bankrupt.    He  may  rely  on  the  estate 

(a)  I  Ves.  jun.  22. 
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1836.  and  not  on  the  bankrupt.  The  legislature  could  not  in- 
tend to  deprive  the  creditor  of  that  remedy.  The  ''  vaW 
of  the  annuity  under  the  64th  section  is  not  equivalent  to 
the  annuity  itself.  [AldersoHf  B. — Supposing  the  annuity  to 
be  charged  on  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  your  argument 
is  well  founded ;  you  may  hold  the  annuity  and  not  prove. 
But  if  charged  on  the  estate  of  the  collateral  surety,  he  is 
not  bound  by  this  clause  of  the  statute  to  pay  you  more  than 
the  value.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  make  the  bank- 
rupt a  free  man,  by  enabling  his  estate  to  pay  off  the  an- 
nuity  debt ;  not  to  compel  the  surety  to  pay  it  off,  and  to 
stand  in  the  situation  of  the  annuitant.  Your  present 
argument  makes  the  bankrupt  liable  in  future.  Your 
better  argument  is  that  the  wife  is  not  a  surety]* 

Alderson,  B. — If  I  could  be  satisfied  that  the  wife  was 
a  collateral  surety,  I  should  say  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  proved  under  the  fiat.  But  I  do  not  at  present  see 
that  she  is  a  surety.  With  respect  to  the  other  point,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  deed  of  settlement  was  made  in 
contemplation  of  a  particular  marriage ;  therefore,  as  it  may 
be  necessary  for  me  to  give  my  opinion  upon  the  question 
which  has  been  so  much  litigated,  I  will  defer  my  judg^ 
ment  until  a  future  day. 


Dec.  l2fA«  Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  I  took  time  to  consider  a 
question  of  great  nicety,  on  which  the  most  eminent  autho- 
rities were  supposed  to  have  entertained  different  opinions. 
I  was  apprehensive  that  it  might  have  become  necessary 
for  me  fully  to  weigh  and  consider  them,  in  order  that  I 
might  come  to  a  conclusion,  whether  I  would  adopt  the  one 
or  the  other  as  the  basis  of  my  present  judgment. 

The  defendants  contend  that  the  suit  is  defective  for 
want  of  parties,  inasmuch  as  the  assignees  of  the  defend- 
ant  Hobbs  had  a  clear  interest  in  the  fund,  the  subject  of 
the  dispute ;  and  were,  therefore,  entitled  to  be  heard. 
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And  no  doubt  that  would  follow,  if  the  assignees  had  any        1836. 

^^""-  Mabee 

It  appears  that,  in  the  year  1828^  Mrs.  Hobbs,  then  Miss  «• 

HOBBS. 

Brook»  assigned  over  the  stock  in  question  to  the  two 
defendants,  Willis  and  Gray,  as  trustees,  in  trust  for  her 
sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  independent  of  any 
husband  with  whom  she  might  intermarry.    Upon  looking 
through  that  deed,  which  contains  no  gift  over  in  fisivour 
of  any  other  person,  it  would  follow  that  it  could  not  pre- 
▼ent  Miss  Brook,  at  any  time  before  her  marriage,  from 
requiring  a  re-assignment  of  the  stock  by  the  trustees ; 
nor  after  her  marriage  could  it  prevent  her,  jointly  with 
her  husband,  from  successfully  making  the  same  claim. 
The  case  of  WaUwyn  v.  Cauiis  (a)  shews  that  a  mere 
voluntary  trust  of  this  sort  may  at  any  time  be  varied  by 
the  party  making  it,  athb  own  pleasure.    And  the  case  of 
^eteton  r.  Reid  (b)  shews,  that  on  application  by  husband 
*iid  wife,  a  transfer  would  be  directed  of  the  fund.    It 
>Bay  be  also  true  that  the  husband  might  have  had  a  right, 
^thout  the  assent  of  his  wife,  to  claim  the  fund ;  subject, 
however,  to  the  care  which  a  court  of  equity  would  take 
ni  case  there  was  no  other  sufficient  settlement  upon  the 
^ife.    But  this  case  turns,  as  it  seems  to  me,  on  the  con- 
firmation of  this  voluntary  settlement  by  the  husband,  on 
the  occasion  of  the  grant  of  the  annuity  to  the  plaintiffs. 
By  that  deed,  the  husband  not  only  affirmed  what  had 
l>een  previously  done  by  the  wife,  but  gave,  so  far  as  he 
could,  an  interest  to  the  plaintiffconsequent  thereupon,  as 
A  security  for  the  advance  of  300A 

After  this,  I  think  the  husband  could  not  have  set  up 
his  right  as  husband  to  the  fund  in  question,  nor  had  his 
assignee  any  right  to  interfere — at  any  rate  so  far  as  the 
ii^terest  of  the  plaintiff  is  concerned ;  which  is  the  only 
question  with  which  I  have  to  do  at  present. 

(a)  3  Mer.  708.  (6)  A  Sim^  141. 


I 

,) 
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183d.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  subject  to  the  ckim  of 

the  prior  incumbrancer,  the  plaintiff  should  have  a  decree^ 
and  that  his  costs  should  be  paid  out  of  the  fund^  if  suffi- 
cient. He  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  prior  incumbrancer^ 
with  a  like  remedy  over  for  those  costs  against  the  fund. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Nov.  sth,  Hughes  r.  Garner. 

Dec,  12th.       — 

In  a  biu,  to  XN  1793,*  James  Hughes,  the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  exe- 
purcha«e'for  ^  cuted  a  mortgage  of  certain  property  situate  at  Conway, 
▼^uabie  con-      ju  (jjq  county  of  Carnarvon,  and  of  which  he  was  seised  in 

naenaon  with- 

out  notice  might  fee,  to  Richard  Lloyd,  for  the  teiin  of  500  years,  for  se- 
noc'neceMary  to  curing  the  repayment  of  100/.  and  interest.  In  June, 
wd^the^ Uin-  ^'^^^>  James  Hughes,  in  contemplation  of  a  marriage  which 
tiff  does  charge  was  soon  afterwards  solemnized  between  him  and  Alice 
fident'for  him  GriflSth,  settled  the  mortgaged  premises  upon  himself  for 
^ndiyfwitb^t  ^^^^9  ^^^^  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  intended  wife  for  life, 

averring  fiwu  ^j^jj  remainder  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  preserve  the  con- 
as  evidence  of  *^     ^  "^ 

the  charge.  tingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  such 

der  a  general  child  or  children  of  the  marriage  for  such  estates,  &c.  as 

e^w^oTpw.'  James  Hughes  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint;  with  re- 

ticuiarfiurtsand  mainder,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the  first 

conversations  .  •      i     -     .   -i 

may  be  given,  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage  successively  m  tail, 

of  one  wuliMs!^  About  the  year  1808,  James  Hughes  sold  part  of  the 

^'^bo*^  d"b""  settled  premises  to  one  Badcock,  who  took  possession  of 

circumstances,  them;  and  in  1815,  Badcock  still  being  in  possession  of 

ground  for  a  them,  sold  them  to  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Gamer,  for  HSOL 

answer  den/  ^^  ^his  transaction  John  Evans,  since  deceased,  acted  mm 

the  fact  upon  jj^^  solicitor  for  the  defendant,  and  prepared  the  deeds  of 

behefonly,  '^      '^ 

although  the  conveyance,  which  were  indentures  of  lease  and  release, 
tiverand^here*   executed  by  Badcock  of  the  one  part  and  the  defendant 

are  no  other 
means  of  con- 


of  the  other  part,  and  dated  respectively  the  9th  and  10th 


tradicUng  the        Qctobcr .  1816. 
fact. 
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James  Hughes,  having  survived  his  wife  Alice,  died  in         ISdd. 
the  month  of  January,  1834<,  without  having  executed  the 
power  of  appointment  limited  by  the  settlement    He  left 
the  plaintifi*,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  in  tail. 

The  bill,  after  stating  the  foregoing  facts,  and  also  that 
the  mortgage  had  been  paid  off  by  James  Hughes,  who 
hKl  taken  no  assignment  of  the  term,  but  that  the  defend- 
aot  had  afterwards  taken  an  assignment  of  it  in  trust  for 
herself,  prayed  that  the  defendant  might  be  restrained 
from  setting  up  that  term  in  bar  of  an  action  of  ejectment 
which  had  been  brought  against  her  by  the  plaintiff 

The  bill  charged  that  the  defendant  pretends  that  she 
was  a  purchaser  of  the  premises  without  notice  of  the 
jdaintiff's  claim,  or  else  that  she  was  a  purchaser  from  some 
person  who  purchased  without  notice,  whereas  the  plaintiff 
charges  the  contrary  to  be  the  fact,  and  that  it  was  well 
known,  suspected,  or  believed  when  the  defendant's  alleged 
purchase  took  place,  that  James  Hughes  was  only  tenant 
for  life  of  the  premises,  or  at  least  had  no  power  to  con- 
vey the  fee,  and  so  it  would  appear  if  the  defendant  would 
set  forth  a  true  statement  of  the  abstract  which  had  been 
delivered  to  her  or  her  attorney  previous  to  such  alleged 
purchase,  and  what  appeared  upon  it ;  and  also  a  state- 
ment of  what  deeds  were  delivered  to  her,  &;c«  That  John 
Evans  was  employed  by  the  defendant  as  her  attorney  to 
transact  the  alleged  purchase,  and  to  investigate  the  title 
for  her,  and  that  he  prepared  the  conveyance,  and  also  the 
ssngnment  of  the  term  to  her  trustee,  and  that  while  he 
was  so  employed  as  her  attorney  or  solicitor,  he  had  various 
conversations  with  James  Hughes  relative  to  the  deeds  of 
settlement  of  Junes  1795,  and  that  he  had  notice  given 
him,  or  he  knew,  believed,  or  suspected,  that  the  contents 
were  such  as  described  in  the  plaintiff's  bilL 

The  defendant  by  her  answer  admitted  that  she  had 
purchased  the  premises  of  Badcock,  who  was  in  possession 
of  them,  and  who  had  represented  himself  to  be  the  owner  of 
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1836.  them  in  fee ;  that  upon  the  advice  of  her  friend,  counsellor 
N.,  she  had  employed  John  Evans  as  her  attorney  to  conduct 
the  purchase,  and  that  Evans  prepared  the  deeds  of  con- 
veyance, which  were  afterwards  perused  and  approved  of 
by  counsellor  N,  She  denied,  however,  that  Evans  had 
prepared  the  deed  of  assignment,  inasmuch  as  the  term 
had  not  been  assigned  to  her  trustee  until  after  the  plain- 
tiff had  commenced  his  ejectment,  when,  the  existence  of 
this  term  being  ascertained,  the  deed  by  which  it  was  as- 
signed was  prepared  by  Mr.  Lloyd,  who  was  then  her 
attorney.  She  denied  that  she,  or,  to  the  best  of  her  belief, 
John  Evans,  or  any  of  her  agents,  had  ever  had  notice  or 
bad  ever  heard  of  the  settlement  of  1795,  or  had  ever  any 
reason  to  suspect  or  believe  its  contents.  She  also  denied 
that  any  abstract  of  title,  or  any  deeds  or  papers  connected 
with  the  title,  had  ever  been  delivered  to  her,  or,  as  she 
believed,  to  Evans.  She  further  denied,  to  the  best  of 
her  belief,  that  any  conversations  such  as  were  charged 
in  the  bill  had  taken  place  between  Evans  and  Hughes, 
though,  if  such  had  taken  place,  she  insisted  that  they 
ought  not  to  affect  her,  inasmuch  as  they  related  to  matters 
independent  of  any  transaction  of  business  between  Evans 
and  the  defendant. 

In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Henry  Rumsey  Williams,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  was  read. 
He  stated  that  he  well  knew  John  Evans ;  that  in  July, 
1815,  Evans  was  employed  for  the  defendant  in  investigat- 
ing James  Hughes's  title  to  the  premises;  that  in  the 
course  of  that  investigation  he  applied  to  Hughes  for  leave 
to  peruse  the  settlement  of  1795,  and  that  accordingly 
Hughes  mentioned  the  subject  to  the  deponent;  that  some 
doubt  being  suggested  by  Hughes  as  to  the  propriety  of 
producing  it,  the  deponent  advised  him  to  produce  it ;  that 
in  consequence  of  what  passed  between  the  depdnent  and 
Hughes,  the  deponent,  in  the  presence  of  Hughes,  shewed 
Evans  the  settlement ;  that  Evans  read  it,  and  after  he 
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bad  finished  reading  it,  said  that  counsellor  N.  had  ad-         1836. 
medf  and  would  adTise,  on  the  title,  for  Mrs.  Gamer,  and 
that  she  would  act  accordingly. 

Mr.  G.  Richards,  for  the  plaintifil 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Girdlestone,  for  the  defend- 
ant*— The  defence  is,  that  Mrs.  Garner  is  a  purchaser  for 
a  valuable  consideration  without  notice.  In  order  to  meet 
that  case  by  anticipation,  the  bill  suggests  that  she  pre- 
tends die  is  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice,  whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  the  contrary :  and 
one  question  will  be,  whether  under  that  charge  the  plain- 
tiff can  be  let  into  evidence  of  the  particular  facts  which 
the  witness  Rumsey  Williams  deposes  to.  Then,  in  order 
to  make  out  a  case  of  a  particular  notice,  and  to  shew  that 
the  general  allegation  of  the  defendant  is  not  correct,  the 
plaintiff  goes  on  to  charge  that  it  was  well  known  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  purchase  that  James  Hughes  was  only 
tenant  for  life,  and  also  that  Evans,  from  his  conversations 
with  Hughes,  had  special  notice  to  that  effect.  But  not 
one  of  these  special  charges  is  supported  by  evidence. 
The  whole  of  Rumsey  Williams's  testimony  goes  to  prove 
a  totally  distinct  issue.  He  speaks  to  conversations,  not 
between  Evans  and  Hughes,  but  between  Evans  and 
himself.  His  evidence,  therefore,  is  quite  beside  the  issue 
tendered  by  the  bill,  and  ought  not  to  be  received  in  sup- 
port of  the  special  charges,  more  especially  as  those 
charges,  as  well  as  the  general  charges,  are  distinctly 
denied  by  the  answers. 

It  comes  then  to  the  question,  whether  the  general  alle- 
gation that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  is  sufficient  to  let  in 
Rumsey  Williams's  evidence  ?  Now  notice  is  only  an  in- 
ference drawn  from  certain  facts,  and  those  facts  must  be 
charged.     In  Hall  v.  Maliby  (a),  the  plaintiff  claimed  by 

(a)  6  Price,  240. 
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1636.  his  bill  the  tithe  of  sheep,  which  he  alleged  had  been  im- 
properly  removed  from  the  parish,  with  the  intention  oi 
defrauding  the  plaintiff,  and  the  bill  contained  a  charge  oi 
fraudulent  removal.  The  defendant  denied  the  charge. 
The  plaintiff  then  went  into  evidence,  and  examined  wit- 
nesses, who  swore  not  only  to  the  removal,  but  to  an  ad- 
mission by  the  defendant  that  he  had  made  the  removal 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  plaintiff;  but  Richards,  C.  B., 
said  that  he  should  entirely  lay  out  of  the  case  all  that 
had  been  sworn  as  to  the  declaration  of  the  defendant, 
because  nothing  of  the  kind  was  stated  in  the  bill.  Hall 
V.  Maltby  is  supported  by  other  decisions,  which  shew  that 
the  Court  will  not  admit  evidence  to  support  a  mere  gene- 
ral charge,  amounting  only  to  an  inference  of  fact :  Mmt' 
Holland  v.  Kendrick  (a).  Anon.  (£),  Matgareson  v.  StUD^ 
ton  (c).  [Mr.  Richards. — Hall  v.  Maltby  refers  only  to 
confessions'.  It  has  been  decided,  that  if  you  state  your 
fact  you  are  at  liberty  to  give  evidence  of  conversations  to 
support  it :  Small v,  Attwoodid)].  If  a  fact  is  put  in  issue, 
you  may  possibly  give  conversations  in  evidence  to  sup- 
port it ;  but  not  if  you  only  put  in  issue  an  inference 
arising  from  unknown  facts.  If  that  could  be  done, 
it  would  follow,  that  in  almost  every  case  where  fraud  or 
notice  is  charged,  the  defendant  could  not  meet  it.  A 
charge  of  notice  must  be  dealt  with  in  the  same  way  as  a 
charge  of  fraud.  Is  a  defendant  to  come  to  prove  a  nega- 
tive without  one  fact  charged  ?  It  happens  that  Evans  is 
dead^  and  Rumsey  Williams  has  it  all  his  own  way :  but 
suppose  Evans  was  living,  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  to 
lead  the  defendant  to  meet  the  facts  now  offered  in  evi- 
dence. What  is  there  to  induce  the  defendant  to  examme 
Evans  as  to  the  settlement  having  been  shewn  to  him  ? 
[Alderson,  B. — Certainly  the  Court  could  not  decide  on 

(a)  1  MoUoy,  369.  (c)  1  Y.  &  C.  626. 

(6)  1  MoUoy,  363.  (d)  Dom.  Proc.  1836. 
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this  testimonyf  if  Evans  were  living,  without  directing  an         1636. 
imie.    Theve  is  that  in  your  favour].    The  death  of      huohbs 
Evans  cannot  alter  the  necessity  of  stating  £Eicts  on  the  v. 

Oarn£R« 

record.     [AUerson,  B. — All  the  facts  within  the  defen- 
dant's personal  knowledge  ought  to  be  charged.     To  that 
eitent  the  cases  go,  no  doubt.    But  here,  even  if  the  re- 
cord had  given  the  defendant  the  opportunity  of  speaking 
npoD  the  fact  suggested,  she  could  only  have  spoken  as  to 
her  belief.    Evans  being  dead,  I  think  I  must  decide  the 
question  of  fieict  myself].    If  your  Lordship  is  of  opinion 
that  the  defendant  is  wrong  in  law,  it  comes  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  decree  can  be  made  upon  this  evidence. 
AD  the  facts  from  which  the  inference  is  drawn  are  de- 
nied.   The  evidence  is  such  as  could  only  be  met  by  a 
general  denial,  and  if  so,  will  the  Court  put  the  case  in  a 
itate  of  further  investigation  ?     Now  a  decree  will  not  be 
ponounced,  or  an  issue  directed,  on  the  evidence  of  one 
witness  contradicting  the  answer,  without  corroborating 
circQinstances.     [Alderson,  B. — ^The  notice  denied  by  the 
defendant  is  not  inconsistent  with  notice  to  her  attorney]. 
If  the  Court  thinks  fit  to  direct  an  issue,  it  is  submitted 
that  there  ought  to  be  an  order  that  the  answer  be  read 
*tthe  trial  of  the  issue.     It  will  be  read,  not  as  evidence, 
init  as  a  declaration  on  oath,  to  enable  the  jury  to  judge 
^hich  party   speaks   the  truth :  IbboUon  v.  Rhodes  (a). 
[dlderion,  B. — That  is  a  strange  decision,  for  if  the  an- 
'^r  does  not  satisfy  the  Judge,  why  should  it  be  supposed 
^  satisfy  the  jury  ?]    Keen  v.  Cant  (b),  Pember  v.  Ma^ 
^^^9r$  (c),  and  Milian  v.  Edgewarth  (of),  are  authorities  to 
^'^  same  effect.     Upon  the  whole,  we  submit,  first,  that 
^Mnsey  Williams'  evidence  ought  not  to  be  read ;  second- 
'»   that  if  read,  it  is  not  of  sufficient  weight  to  contradict 


Cb)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  229,  pi.  13;      HUl's  MSS. 

em.  654.  (c)  1  Bro.  C.  G.  52. 

^^)  17  June,  1743;   Seijeant         (<0  5  Bro.  P.  G.  Toml.  ed.  313. 
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1836.        the  answer;  thirdly,  that  if  there  be  any  doubt,  an  iss 
ought  to  be  directed,  with  an  instruction  that  the  ani 
be  read  at  the  trial  on  the  defendant's  behalf. 


Mr.  Richards,  in  reply. — The  phintiff  claims  as  a  pm^^ 
chaser  under  the  indentures  of  1795,  and  has  an  eqixi/ 
eqiuty  with  the  defendant.    It  is  said  that  notice  has  vntf 
been  duly  charged ;  but,  in  fact,  notice  need  not  have  been 
charged  at  all.    Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  restrain  the  set- 
ting up  an  outstanding  term  in  bar  of  an  ejectment,  the 
Court  will  grant  relief  in  all  cases  except  one — that  of  the 
defendant  being  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideratioa 
without  notice.     Suppose  this  defendant  had  so  pleaded; 
did  any  one  ever  hear  of  any  other  than  an  ordinary  re- 
plication ?    When  you  reply  to  a  plea,  you  do  not  charge 
evidence ;  you  reply  generally*    It  is  dear,  therefore,  in 
this  instance,  that,  supposing  there  bad  been  no  other 
charge  than  the  first,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  able  to 
enter  into  evidence  of  notice.     It  is  immaterial  whether 
Rumsey  Williams*  evidence  supports  the  charge  of  con- 
versations between  Hughes  and  Evans,  because  there  is  a 
substantive  charge  that  Evans  had  notice,     l^he  cases 
which  have  been  cited  in  support  of  the  argument,  that 
the  facts  from  which  notice  is  inferred  must  be  charged, 
apply  only  to  admissions. 


Dec.  12th.  Alderson,  B. — In  this  case,  the  prayer  of  the  plaintiff's 

bill  is  that  the  defendant  may  be  restrained  firom  settiiig 
up,  as  a  defence  at  law,  an  outstanding  term  which  she  has 
got  in,  to  protect  her  from  an  action  of  ejectment  at  the 
suit  of  the  plaintiff.  It  appears  that  the  plaintiff  claims 
as  eldest  son  and  heir  of  James  Hughes,  under  a  settle- 
ment made  by  him  before  his  marriage  with  Alice  GriiiEdi. 
The  settlement  is  dated  SOth  June,  1795.  The  defendant 
has  purchased  this  estate  by  a  subsequent  conveyance,  for 
a  valuable  consideration. 
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The  rule  in  equity  is,  that  a  person  claiming  under  a         1836. 
subsequent  deed  cannot  set  up  a  prior  outstanding  estate,      '     ^ 
unless  he  be  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  with-  *. 

out  notice.  That  must,  therefore,  be  made  out  by  the 
defendant;  and  the  plaintiff  is  fully  at  liberty,  I  think,  in 
answer  to  that  defence,  to  shew  any  facts  establishing  no- 
tice. I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  on  these  pleadings 
I  ought  to  hear  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Henry  R.  Williams, 
skhough  the  facts  there  deposed  to  are  not  charged  in  the 
bilL  Then,  if  so,  is  notice  to  the  defendant  made  out  ? 
In  her  answer,  she  denies  all  notice ;  and  if  the  facts  sworn 
to  by  Mr.  Williams  were  opposed  by  the  defendants  oath 
in  her  answer,  I  ought  not  to  determine  between  the  two 
conflicting  oaths.  But  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  each 
other.  The  notice  aworn  to  by  Mr.  Williams  is  one  to  the 
Attorney  of  Mrs.  Garner,  and  if  that  were  not  mentioned 
to  her,  her  answer  would  be  perfectly  true.  But  notice  to 
her  attorney  is,  in  effect,  notice  to  her.  It  is  said  she  pur- 
chased from  Badcock.  If  she  purchased  from  Badcock 
with  notice,  then,  in  order  to  make  a  good  defence,  she 
should  go  further,  and  shew  that  Badcock  purchased  for 
valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice.  But  this  de- 
fence is  neither  suggested  nor  proved. 

I  have  carefully  looked  at  Mr.  Williams's  deposition, 
snd  it  is  full  and  clear  on  the  point  of  notice.  I  think  the 
plaintiff  should  have  the  decree  lie  prays ;  but,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  without  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


1837. 

Feb.  22nd. 

The  decree  so  pronounced  was  drawn  up  and  passed  The  Court  wiu 
on  the  23rd  January,  1837,  and  enrolled  on  the  9th  of  Fe-  ^JoSSfl 
l^ruary  following.     After  the  enrolment  some  conversation  decree,  on  the 

mere  ground 

took  place  between  the  plaintiff's  Clerk  in  Court  and  the  that  it  wu 
defendant's  solicitor,  in  the  course  of  which   the  latter  ^trtordlnm 
said,  that  the  defendant  intended  to  petition  for  a  rehear-  ^**^^ 

VOL.  II.  Z  EQ.  EX. 
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1837*  ing.  The  plaintifTs  Clerk  in  Court  replied  that  in  that 
caee  the  defendant  must  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  the 
plaintifTs  solicitor  or  Clerk  in  Court.  The  defendant  ai>* 
Cordingly  gave  that  notice;  but  the  plaintiff  having  refused 
to  act  upon  it, 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  GhrdUsione  now  moved  thai 
the  enrolment  might  be  vacated,  on  the  ground  thai  it  had 
been  made  with  improper  speed.  They  cited  Amm.  (a)^ 
Kemp  V.  Squire  (6),  Anon,  (e),  Parker  v.  Dee  (d),  and 
Stenens  v.  Guppy  (e).  In  Manners  v.  Bryan  (f),  beilMfV 
Lord  Lyndhurel,  there  was  no  breach  of  confidence  on  the 
part  of  the  solicitor  who  enrolled  the  decree,  but  only  et« 
traordinary  speed,  and  yet  his  Lordship  ordered  it  to  te 
vacated.  The  vacating  enrolments  is  discretionary  with 
the  Court ;  indeed  it  may  be  doubted  whether  enrolment 
is  necessary  at  all  in  this  Court.  In  the  Court  of  Chan-* 
eery  the  decree  is  signed  by  the  Yice^Chafieellor  and 
Chancellor ;  but  the  statutes  relating  to  the  Equity  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  take  no  notice  of  enroll 
ment ;  and  it  is  laid  down  by  some  authorities  that  it  is  not 
the  practice  of  this  Court  to  enrol :  Dodgon  v.  OUver  (g), 
Seton  on  Decrees  (A). 

Mr.  6.  Richards,  contrd. — The  defendant  does  not  say 
that  any  surprise  was  practised  upon  her.  There  was  a 
period  between  the  S4th  of  January  and  the  9th  of  Fe- 
bruary, during  which  she  might  have  taken  the  ordinary 
mode  of  entering  a  caveat.  She  does  not  say  that  she 
intended  to  do  so.  The  question  is  concluded  by  autho- 
rity :  Barnes  v.  Wilson  (t),  Balguy  v.  Chorley  (A).    Even 

(«)  1  Yes.  sen.  326.  (f)  Not  reported. 

(b)  1  Yes.  sen.  205.  Q;)  1  B.  &  Y.  755. 

(c)  lYera.  131.  (A)  P.  396. 

(d)  3  SwanBt.  529,  n.  (i)  1  Russ.  &  Mylne,  486. 

(e)  Turn.  &  Ross.  178.  {k)  1  M.  &  K.  640. 
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if  the  defendant  bad  given  due  notice  that  she  meant  to  1837. 

proceed  to  a  rehearing,  that  would  not  prevent  the  enrol-  ^  "    ^ 

ment ;  but  here  the  decree  was  enrolled  before  the  con-  *. 
veraation  in  question  took  place. 

Mr.  SimptinsoH,  in  reply. — It  is  clear,  even  from  the 
modem  cases  which  have  been  cited,  that  vacating  the 
enrolment  is  entirely  discretionary  with  the  Court.  Lord 
Hardwicke  went  further  than  modem  judges,  and  vacated 
enrolments  entirely  on  the  ground  of  rapidity  in  obtaining 
them.  Barnes  v.  Wilson  is  at  variance  with  Manners  v. 
Bryan,  decided  by  the  same  learned  judge.  Enrolment 
in  this  Court  is  of  rare  occurrence. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron.  If  the  present  question  stood 
upon  principle  merely,  or  upon  the  early  cases  only,  I 
should  be  much  disposed  to  grant  the  present  motion. 
The  number  of  interests  and  of  facts  comprised  in  a  suit 
in  Equity,  is  frequently  so  great  that  it  behoves  the  judge 
to  uae  every  possible  caution  in  seeing  that  nothing  mate- 
rial is  omitted  in  the  decree ;  and  I  presume  that  it  is  on 
that  account  that  after  a  decree  has  been  pronounced,  a 
Court  of  Equity,  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  upon  certi- 
ficate of  counsel,  grants  a  rehearing.  It  would  certainly 
be  very  inconvenient,  if  in  every  case  the  party  seeking 
to  vary  the  decree  should  be  compelled  to  file  his  bill 
of  review,  or  enter  his  appeal,  when  he  might  have  all 
that  he  wishes  by  a  rehearing.  On  that  ground  I  am  dis- 
posed to  think  that  Lord  Hardwicke  took  a  wise  view  of 
the  question ;  and  that  where  it  is  bond  fide  the  intention 
of  a  party  to  rehear  a  cause,  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  to  vacate  the  enrolment. 

But  the  modern  cases  on  this  subject,  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  are  very  strong  and  of  a  contrary  complexion. 
Therefore,  before  I  decide  upon  this  motion,  I  must  con- 
sult those  authorities.    I  should  say,  however,  that  con- 
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siderable  latitude  is  allowed  to  all  Courts,  in  the  regula- 
tion of  their  own  practice.  In  matters  of  law  they  take 
the  authority  of  other  Courts  as  binding  upon  them ;  but 
that  observation  does  not  apply  so  strictly  to  questiona 
of  practice. 


Upon  a  subsequent  day  his  Lordship  said  that  he 
thought  the  defendant  ought  to  have  entered  a  caveait 
and  upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff, 
he  refused  the  motion. 

Motion  refused. 


No9.  IIM. 


Cropper  v,  Knapman. 

XhE  original  bill  was  filed  in  1831,  by  the  residuary 
legatees  under  the  will  of  William  Gibbon,  against  Knap- 
man and  Gibbon,  the  executors  under  that  will,  praying 
for  an  account  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the 
testator  which  had  come  to  their  hands ;  that  after  the 
payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies  the  residue  might  be 
ascertained,  and  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  according  to  their 
respective  interests;  and  that,  in  taking  the  account,  the 
defendant  Knapman  might  stand  charged  with  the  sum  of 
627 L,  with  interest  thereon  at  4/.  per  cent,  from  the  Istof 
July,  1828,  which  sum  was  alleged  to  be  due  from  ICnap- 
man  to  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  for  money 
lent,  &c. 

Knapman,  by  his  answer,  denied  the  debt,  but  stated 
that  he  and  the  testator  had  been  engaged  together  in  a 
certain  building  speculation,  upon  which  he  had  originally 
advanced  621L ;  that  part  of  this  money  had  been  repaid 
examination  of    in  the  course  of  the  several  transactions  between  him  and 

the  executor. 

wiiere  one     the  testator  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  his  answer,  but 

of  two  executors  ' 

was  a  partner 

witli  the  testator,  the  residuary  legatees  may  sustain  a  bill  for  an  account  of  the  partnership  tnni* 

actions  against  tlie.  executors,  though  collusion  between  them  is  neither  chaiged  nor  proved. 


Under  the 
usual  decree 
against  an  exe- 
cutor to  ac- 
count, the 
Master  is  not 
at  liberty  to 
investigate  a 
disputed  ac- 
count arising 
out  of  partner- 
ship transactions 
between  the 
testator  and 
the  executor, 
the  latter  swear- 
ing that  the 
bslance  is  in 
his  favour;  but, 
under  such 
drcumstances, 
the  plaintiff 
may  have  relief 
by  supplemental 
bill,  without 
exhibiting  an 
interrogatory 
in  the  original 
suit  for  the 
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that  there  yet  remained  a  balance  due  to  him  from  the         1836. 
estate  of  the  testator  of  85/.  ^T^" 

Crofper 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  Lord  Lyndhurst^      ^    9, 
in  Februaryi  1834|  when  a  decree  was  made,  referring  it 
to  the  Master  to  take  the  common  account.     No  order 
was  made  with  respect  to  the  alleged  debt  of  6S7/. 

In  taking  the  accounts  before  the  Master,  the  above  sum 
of  627/.  was  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  balance  of 
the  partnership  account  in  the  hands  of  Knapmati.  On 
the  other  hand,  Knapman  denied  the  debt,  and  claimed 
the  balance  before  referred  to  of  85/. ;  and  upon  his  ob- 
jection, that  the  Master,  under  the  decree,  had  no  autho- 
rity to  take  the  accounts  connected  with  the  building  spe- 
culation, the  Master  declined  going  into  them.  No  inters 
rogatory  with  respect  to  these  accounts  was  exhibited 
before  the  Master,  nor  was  any  special  application  made 
to  the  Court  for  that  purpose. 

Under  these  circumstances,  a  supplemental  bill  was 
filed  against  Knapman,  and  his  co-executor  Gibbon,  to 
render  effective  the  object  of  the  original  bill.  After 
charging  that  Knapman  had  been  applied  to  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, but  had  refused  to  come  to  a  full  account  of  his  re- 
ceipts and  payments  in  respect  of  the  above  building 
speculation  between  him  and  the  testator,  and  that  the 
other  defendant,  his  co-executor  Gibbon,  refused  to  take 
any .  proceedings  against  him  to  compel  him  to  come  to 
such  account,  &c.,  the  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  all  monies  received  and  paid  by  Knapman 
and  the  testator  respectively,  on  account  of  the  above 
speculation,  that  the  balance  due  from  Knapman  might 
be  ascertained,  and  that  he  might  be  charged  with  such 
balance  in  taking  the  accounts  directed  by  the  decree  in 
the  former  suit,  the  plaintiffs  being  willing,  in  the  taking 
of  the  accounts  under  such  decree,  that  credit  should  be 
given  to  Knapman  for  what,  if  anything,  should  be  found 
due  to  him  from  the  estate  of  the  testator,  in  respect  of 
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18S6.  the  joint  speculation ;  and  that  the  bill  might  be  deemeA. 
and  taken  as  and  for  a  supplemental  bill  to  the  origiiim.Y 
billy  &c. 

Knapman,  by  his  answer  to  this  billy  denied  that  th« 
plaintiffs  had  applied  to  him  to  account,  or  that  he  had 
refused  to  comply  with  such  application,  except  as  before 
stated ;  and  Gibbon  denied  collusion  with  Knapman,  or 
that  he  had  been  applied  to,  or  had  refused  to  take  pro- 
ceedings to  compel  him  to  come  to  such  account.  He 
stated,  that  he  was  a  stranger  to  the  matters  inquired  aftery 
and  submitted  tliat  he  ought  not  to  have  been  a  party  to 
the  suit,  and  that  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  against 
him,  with  costs. 

Knapman  dying  in  August,  1885,  the  suit  was  revived 
against  his  executors. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Suiion  Sharpe,  for  the  phda- 
tiffs. — If  the  original  bill  had  been  framed  so  as  to  entitle 
the  plaintiffs  to  an  account  of  these  building  transaetions, 
it  is  clear  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  defendant's 
swearing  that  the  balance  was  in  his  favour  would  not  pre- 
vent the  plaintiffs  from  having  the  account :  Knebell  ▼• 
White  (a),  Davenport  v.  Davenport  (i),  DomitUcetti  v. 
Latii  (c).  That  being  so,  the  question  is,  whether  thb 
decree,  which  omits  to  direct  an  account  essential  to  the 
justice  of  the  case,  ought  to  stand  t  It  is  submitted  that 
the  defect  may  be  cured  by  a  supplemental  bill :  MUf. 
PL  61,  Simmons  v.  Gniteridge  {d),  Jones  v.  Jones  (tf), 
Dormer  v.  Fortescue  (/).  This  is  a  debt  in  the  hands  of 
Knapman.  The  affairs  of  the  testator  cannot  be  fatly 
wound  up  without  this  account  If  any  balance  is  due 
from  Knapman,  that  is,  in  the  contemplation  of  a  court  of 
equity,  actual  assets  received.    And  it  is  immaterial  how 

(fl)  Ante,  p.  15.  (d)  13  Vcs.  262. 

(6)  1  Sim.  612.  (f )  3  Atk.  1 10. 

(c)  2  Dick.  588.  (f)  8  Alk.  124 
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it  18  received.    It  is  said  that  this  bill  cannot  be  sustained         1886. 
by  residuary  Watees,  unless  the  co-executor  collude  with 

'  y    -o  »  Cropper 

w  refuse  io  sue  the  debtor  executor.  But  suppose  the  _  v. 
co-executor  for  a  long  series  of  years  has  not  sued,  and 
says  thai  nothing  is  due ;  that  is  the  best  proof  that  he 
refuses  to  sue.  Besides,  even  if  he  bad  sued  his  co-execu- 
tOTi  the  defendant  might  have  objected  that  the  residuary 
legatees  weve  not  made  parties.  Putting,  however,  the 
ease  of  co-executors  out  of  the  question,  suppose  a  man 
engaged  in  a  partnership  transaction  dies  without  coming 
to  a  settlement  with  his  partner,  and  his  executor  refuses 
to  sue  the  partner,  alleging  that  nothing  is  due ;  are  the 
vesiduary  legatees  to  be  bound  by  his  opinion  ?  In  such 
a  case  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  direct  fraud  in  the  exe- 
cutor. If  be  will  not  take  steps  for  the  recovery  i^f  the 
debt,  the  residuary  legatees  may ;  otherwise  an  insolvent 
executor  would  always  have  power  to  prevent  the  legatees* 
ndreas,  by  interfering  between  them  and  the  accounting 
party.  How  does  the  present  case  differ  from  that,  exr 
eept  in  this  circumstance,  that  here  the  party  who  is 
liiarged  as  debtor,  and  who  was  partner  with  the  testator 
in  tbia  building  transaction,  was  himself  one  of  the  execu- 
tors t  The  rule  that  residuary  legatees  cannot  sustain  a  bill 
against  a  debtor  to  the  estate  without  proof  of  collusion  be- 
Iwe^  him  and  the  executor,  applies  no  more  to  this 
ease  than  the  other.  It  has  never  been  held  that  it  is 
necessary  to  prove  collusion  where  the  debtor  to  the  es- 
tate is  himself  one  of  the  executors.  Whether  the  debt 
was  incurred  by  a  sole  executor,  or  one  of  many  execu- 
tors, is  immaterial.  In  the  latter  case,  the  residuary  lega* 
tees  have  an  equal  right  with  the  co-executor  to  call  him 
to  account  in  a  court  of  equity  for  his  receipts  and  pay- 
ments. Here,  part  of  Knapman's  receipts  was  a  sum  due 
from  him  to  the  testator.  Of  that  he  became,  by  the  fact 
of  his  executorship,  trustee  for  the  residuary  legatees. 
In  the  case  of  a  stranger  debtor,   there  is  no  privity 
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1836.        between  bim   and   the  residuary  legatees,  and  for  that 
Cropfbr       reason  the  legatees  cannot  call  upon  him  to  account.    Bat 
*•  the  case  is  quite  different  where  the  executor  is  himself 

the  debtor. 

With  reference  to  the  pleadings,  if  the  original  bill  had 
been  so  framed  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  this  ac- 
count, the  defendant  should,  upon  the  filing  of  the  pre- 
sent bill,  have  pleaded  that  matter  in  bar,  or  raised  that 
defence  by  his  answer.  He  does  not,  however,  say,  by  bia 
pleadings,  that  the  first  suit  protects  him,  and  he  cannot 
now  raise  that  objection  at  the  bar.  The  first  suit,  how- 
ever, never  could  have  protected  him.  The  plaintiffs  have 
a  right  to  have  the  accounts  taken  as  between  the  execu- 
tors, and  also  in  respect  of  the  partners.  Where  justice 
cannot  be  obtained  in  the  original  suit,  whether  the  new 
matter  arise  before  or  since  the  original  suit,  that  is  the 
case  for  a  supplemental  bill  This  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
original  bill,  except  so  far  as  engrafting  the  debt  of  Kjfiap- 
man  on  the  accounts  in  the  other  suit.  The  fact, whether* 
Knapman  will  have  to  pay  the  plaintiffs,  will  depend  on  the 
balance  of  accounts  in  the  other  suit.  The  event  of  this 
suit,  should  the  plaintiffs  succeed,  must  be  rendered  con* 
tingent  on  the  accounts  in  the  first  suit. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Blunt,  for  the  defendant. — The 
original  suit  and  this  suit  cannot  be  connected,  and  the 
parties  ought  not  to  be  put  to  the  unnecessary  expense  of 
this  suit.  The  original  decree  was  right.  It  was  for  a 
general  account  against  the  two  executors.  Simmons  ▼. 
Gutieridge  points  out  the  rule  to  be  adopted  in  these 
cases.  Under  the  original  bill  Knapman  was  bound  to 
account,  and  the  plaintiff  might  have  exhibited  an  inter- 
rogatory before  the  Master  to  ascertain  whether  Knapman 
was  or  not  indebted  on  a  particular  account.  If  the  Mas- 
ter refused  to  admit  the  interrogatory,  then  it  might  have 
been  proper  to  have  bad  a  supplemental  bill.    In  Simmons 
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T.  Gutteridge,  Lord  Erskine,  after  observing  that  a  debt        1836. 
due  by  the  executor  to  the  testator's  estate  is  assets,  and      cropfer 
that  therefore  an  interrogatory   should  in  all  cases  be  v. 

pointed  to  the  inquiry  whether  he  has  assets  arising  from 
luch  a  debt,  proceeds  to  say — **  If  the  answer  to  that  in- 
terrogatory is,  that  there  is  a  long  account,  and  he  cannot 
say  that  the  balance  is  against  him,  the  Master  must  take 
that  answer,  and  a  bill  must  be  filed.**    Such  a  case  as 
that,  however,  is  a  special  case,  and  not  this  case. .  AH 
that  is  meant  to  be  said  is,  that  upon  special  circumstances 
involving  long  accounts,  the  parties  may  come  before  the 
G>urt  by  bill.    They  must,  therefore,  either  pledge  them- 
selves by  affidavit  that  there  is  such  an  account,  or  give 
MNoe  evidence  of  it,  before  they  involve  the  testator's  es- 
tate in  useless  expense.     Here  there  is  a  mere  suggestion 
against  the  defendant's  positive  oath.     The  Master  has 
iK)t  made  his  report,  and  the  plaintiffs  may  at  this  moment 
tpply  for  an  interrogatory,  on  the  authority  of  Simmons  v. 
Guiteridge  ;  but  they  cannot  do  so  without  some  evidence. 
[Aldersan,  B. — ^The  case  of  Simmons  v.  Guiteridge  is  only 
to  the  effect  that  if  the  plaintiff  choose  to  put  the  interro- 
gttory,^that  is  the  ordinary  course.     But  here  the  de- 
fendant is  adverse  to  that  course :  why,  then,  should  the 
plaintiffs  not  file  their  bill  at  once  ?     Why  should  they  be 
compelled  to  go  through  an  unmeaning  ceremony  ?]     An 
executor  indebted  to  his  testator's  estate  is  not  like  a  com- 
inon  debtor.     The  testator  has  placed  confidence  in  him, 
ud  the  Court  will  not  permit  a  bill  to  be  filed  against  him 
except  in  an  extreme  case.   The  testator  says  that  the  ex- 
ecutor's oath  is  to  be  sufficient  for  the  guidance  of  the 
Court  in  relation  to  his  affairs.     It  is  said,  that  if  Gibbon 
^  filed  his  bill  against  Knapman  alone,  the  latter  might 
^vesaid  that  the  residuary  legatees  were  necessary  parties, 
liiat  is  not  so.    The  reason  why  residuary  legatees  may 
file  a  bill  against  a  sole  executor  is  that  the  sole  executor 
^^^OkQi  sue  himself.     But  where  there  are  several  execu- 
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torSi  one  may  8U€  another  in  equity,  and  the  reaidoaiy 
legatees  are  not  necessary  parties*    But  then  it  is  §M 
that  there  is  eoUusion  between  the  executers ;  there  Isj 
howeveri  no  express  allegation  to  that  efTecty  and  without 
such  an  allegation  the  bill  is  demurrable.  [AUersomfh^-^ 
Where  is  your  authority  for  that  proposition?    If  you 
satisfy  me  that  allegation  or  proof  of  collusion  is  neoeasaffy« 
I  shall  dismiss  this  bill].     Primd  facie  the  party  having 
the  legal  estate  is  the  party  to  sue ;  and  therefore,  in  the 
case  of  two  executcMrs,  and  a  third  person  debtor,  the  two 
executors  must  sue ;  but  if  one  of  the  executors  is  firom 
cireumstaaces  not  in  a  situation  to  sue,  the  only  pvoteetor 
leH  is  the  other  executor.    The  rule  of  a  Court  of  Eqittty 
is  that  those  parties  only  shall  appear  upon  the  record  who 
are  necessary  to  protect  particular  interests.    The  vesi- 
duary  legatees  had  a  clear  right  to  sue  Knapman  qui  exe- 
cutor, but  not  grifd  debtor.    In  the  latter  pharacter  tbe-cs^ 
executor  alone  was  entitled  to  sue  him.    [AltUrMOMf  BL--<- 
In  Simwums  w.  Guiteridge^  Lord  Erskiue  says,  that  if  the 
executor  cannot  answer  whether  a  balance  is  due  from  hini 
to  the  testator's  estate,  a  bill  must  be  filed.    Accordingi 
therefore,  to  your  argument,  (hat  is  a  bill  by  a  co*execu* 
tcNT,  juid  not  by  legatees].    That  is  the  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  that  dictum ;  and  it  is  submitted,  that  eren 
such  9,  bill  could  only  be  filed  upon  a  specisl  case  made 
that  the  executor  would  not  or  could  not  act  in  the  on* 
ginal  suit*     Here  the  executor  can  act  in  the  original  sittt. 
Another  circumstance  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  taken  a 
decree  to  reviTe  the  original  suit,  and  they  have  filed  tfaia 
bill  as  an  original  bill,  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  btL 
If  in  this  suit  they  prove  the  defendant  to  owe  lOfML  em 
the  buSdiog  transaction,  they  may  have  the  costs  of  tkis 
suit  against  him ;  and  yet,  in  tlie  other  suit,  be  may  shew 
that  there  is  a  balance  in  his  favour.    The  Court  therefore 
ought,  at  all  events,  to  retain  this  bill  till  the  apcounts  are 
taken  in  the  other  suit,  and  see  what  evidence  there  is 
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igiinst  bim*    His  oath  is  to  be  taken  primd  facie  in  his  MM. 

fiitour.    The  plaintiffs  come  too  soon  witli  the  supple-  ^    ^ 

■entsl  suit.  v. 


SitAPMAir. 


Mr.  SimpkinsoHf  in  reply. — Bowsker  r.  Waiiins  (a)  is 

aa  express  authority  to  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right 

to  lue  the  debtor  executor  without  charging  collusion 

vith  the  co-executor.     [AUterson^  B. — Where  there  is  an 

squittble  demand^  which  cannot  be  enforced  at  law,  it  is 

sot  necessary  to  charge  collusion  with  the  executor ;  and 

this  vill  be  the  case,  h  mtdio  fortiori,  where  the  accounting 

party  Is  the  executor.    That  appears  to  have  been  Lord 

Hvrdwicke^s  opinion  in  the  case  referred  to,  in  Bowsker  t. 

Waikuu.    Now  here  there  is  an  equitable  demand  against 

tile  executor].    It  is  clear  that  the  legatees  may  enforoe 

tbat  demand  against  him.    It  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say 

tliattbe  co-executor  might  have  filed  a  bill.     It  is  not 

denied  that  he  might;  but  if  he  had,  he  must  have  made 

tte  residuary  legatees  parties.    If  not,  the  only  result 

Would  have  been  that  the  defendant  would  have  insisted 

^%t  bis  right  to  retain  was  equal  to  the  plaintiffs'  right  to 

e. 

The  objection  as  to  the  costs  of  this  suit  is  immaterial, 
use  the  plaintiffs  only  ask  that  this  may  be  considered 
a  supplemental  bill,  and  may  be  brought  before  the 
Master  as  the  original  bill. 


AiDBBSOif,  B. — I  do  not  think  that  this  is  a  ease  of 
Collusion;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
^i^tled  to  the  relief  which  they  pray,   against  thi»  de- 
scendants Knapman  and  Gibbon.     It  appears  that  the 
original  or  first  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  against 
KLn^pman  and  Gibbon,  the  two  executors  of  William 
Gibbon  the  testator,  for  the  purpose  of  hawg  an  ac^ 
^onat  taken  of  the  assets  of  the  testator  which  had  come 

(a)  I  Rusfi.  &  M.  277. 
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1836.  to  their  hands.  On  that  occasion  there  was  a  special 
Cropper  charge  made  by  the  bill,  that  Knapman  had  receired  a 
^    **  sum  of  6Z7L,  the  amount  of  a  debt  due  from  himself  to 

the  estate  of  the  testator ;  and  that^  on  taking  the  account, 
he  ought  to  be  charged  with  that  sum. .  Now,  by  his  an- 
swer, he  expressly  negatived  this  debt,  and  on  the  other 
hand,  he  stated,  that  instead  of  any  sum  being  due  from 
him,  there  was  a  balance  of  about  80/.  due  from  the  testa- 
tor's estate  to  him.  In  that  state  of  the  case  the  cause 
came  to  be  heard  before  Lord  LytMurst,  and  he  was 
satisfied  with  the  answer  of  Knapman,  and  directed  an 
account  to  be  taken  before  the  Master  in  general  terms, 
excluding  the  debt  of  627L  Subsequently  the  parties 
went  before  the  Master,  and,  on  that  occasion,  the  plain- 
tiffs claimed  the  same  amount  of  debt,  when  the  Master, 
in  the  execution  of  Lord  Lyndhursts  decree,  excluded 
this  sum  from  his  consideration,  it  appearing  that  this 
sum  of  6S7/.  was  claimed,  not  as  a  debt  due  in  the  ordinary 
way,  for  money  lent  to  Knapman,  but  as  the  balance  of 
an  account  between  Knapman  and  the  testator,  upon  a 
joint  speculation  in  buildings,  in  which  they  must  be  con- 
sidered partners,  and  in  that  respect  liable  in  equity  to 
account  the  one  to  the  other,  but  in  no  respect  liable  at 
law.  Under  these  circumstances,  there  being  no  charge 
in  the  bill  of  any  account  to  be  taken  between  Knapman 
and  the  estate  of  the  testator,  the  Master  and  Lord  Lynd' 
hunt  excluded  its  consideration,  and  treated  it  as  coming 
within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Erskine  in  Simmons  ▼• 
Cruiteridget  that  a  bill  must  be  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  such  an  account,  unless  the  executor  admit  expli- 
citly that  the  debt  is  due  to  the  testator's  estate. 

In  consequence  of  this  defect  in  the  original  bill,  a  sup- 
plemental bill  has  been  filed,  in  order  to  give  the  parties 
an  opportunity  of  making  that  case  from  which  they  were 
excluded  by  the  form  of  the  previous  bill.  A  supplemental 
bill,  according  to  the  authorities,  may  be  filed  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  supplying  defects  in  the  original  bill^  and  even  in         1836. 
aid  of  the  decree.   This  seems  to  fall  within  that  principle;       ^ 
it  b  a  bill  filed  to  supply  a  defect  in  the  former  bill,  and  v. 

in  aid  of  a  decree  pronounced  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  be- 
tweeen  legatees  on  one  side  and  executors  on  the  other- 
It  is  admitted  that  if  this  bill  is  properly  filed,  the  answer 
of  the  executors  gives  the  plaintiflTa  right  to  this  account. 
The  defendants  do  not  state  any  thing  in  their  answer^which 
excludes  the  account  from  the  Master's  office ;  and  the  mo- 
ment they  admit  an  open  account  of  this  nature,  it  be- 
comes convenient  for  a  Court  of  Equity  to  adjust  it  finally. 
Therefore,  without  pronouncing  what  may  be  the  ulti- 
mite  result,  I  shall  direct  it  to  be  taken  as  prayed  by  the 
bin. 

I  think  that  Gibbon  should  have  his  costs  in  this  suit. 

I  do  not  think  that  it  was  necessary  to  charge  collusion 
between  the  defendants.  The  executor  of  an  executor 
who  was  a  partner  is  out  of  the  rule. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Bainbridge  v.  Lord  Ashburtok.  JD^  XAtk. 

J'Y  the  win  of  Lady  6.  Beauclerk^  certain  real  estates  Truttet^  after 
^cre  vested  in  Aubrey^  Earl  of  Burford,  Thomas  Brand,  resi  eitatet  to 
wd  Alexander  Adair,  and  their  heirs,  upon  certain  trusts  JJJJ^"^^ 
far  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs.     The  will  contained  a  d«^J««i  •»  w» 
Action  that  upon  the  death  or  refusal  to  act  of  either  of  before  disposed 
"*e  trustees  therein  named,  or  of  any  future  trustee  or  toA^B^his ' 
^stees  to  be  appointed  for  the  purposes  therein  men-  ?J!!||L***^*°^ 
"^ed,  or  any  of  them,  a  new  trustee  or  trustees  should  and  anigns, 
^^  time  to  time  be  named  or  chosen  by  such  trustees^  or  ti^tenora  and 
*e  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  in  order  to  contmue  J^I^^IJTto 

^^  carry  on  the  same  trusts;  to  the  end  that  there  might  "^ for  Ws  and 
aW         /       1  ox  *^**'  ^^"^  "•* 

"^Ays  be  three  persons  in  being  for  the  support  and  and  benefit:— 
'^^^'^^gement  of  the  affiiirs  of  the  said  trusts.  under  this^de- 

vise,  the  trust 
estste  passed. 


S46 


EQUITY  GABB8  IV  TUM 


lAt4 

AlBBURTON. 


Tha  InistecB  all  died  without  ever  having  executed  the 
]^wer  of  appointing  new  trustees.  Mr.  Adair,  who  waa 
the  survivor  of  them,  by  his  will,  after  devising  certain 
apecific  real  estates  to  various  persons,  gave  and  deviaed 
all  his  real  estates,  not  thereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of. 
Unto  the  defendant.  Lord  Ashburton,  described  in  the  will 
as  the  testator^s  godson  Alexander  Baring,  his  heira, 
Mecutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the 
tenure  and  nature  thereof  respectively,  to  and  for  his  aad 
their  own  use  and  benefit. 

The  defendant  having  declined  to  appoint  a  new  truttee, 
oti  the  ground  that,  under  the  circumstances^  the  power  of 
appointment  was  no  longer  capable  of  being  carried  into 
effect,  the  present  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
having  a  new  trustee  appointed,  and  that  the  defendant 
tntght  convey  the  trust  property  to  him ;  and  the  only 
question  was,  whether  the  trust  estates  were  devised  to 
the  defendant  by  the  will  of  Mr.  Adair^ 


Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Heberden,  for  the  plaintiffs* — 
The  principle  is,  that  under  general  words  in  a  will,  a  trust 
estate  will  pass  unless  a  contrary  intention  can  be  collected 
from  other  parts  of  the  instrument:  Marlow  v.  Smith  (tf). 
Ex  parte  Sergison  (A),  Roe  d.  Reade  v.  Reade  (c),  Lard 
Braybroke  v.  Inskip  {d).  The  cases,  which  seem  at  first 
sight  at  variance  with  this  principle,  in  reality  support  it : 
Duke  qf  Leeds  v.  Munday  (tf),  Aitomey-General  v.  jBtf^ 
ler  (f),  Ex  parte  BretteU  (g).  Ex  parte  Morgan  (A),  /» 
re  Hortfall  (s).  In  the  majority  of  those  cases,  in  which 
it  was  held  that  the  legal  interest  in  the  trust  estate  did 
not  pass  to  the  devisee,  there  was  either  a  direction  to  pay 


(a)  2  P.  W.  198. 
(6)  4  Ves.  147. 

(c)  6T.R.118. 

(d)  8Ve«.417. 

(e)  S  Ves.  348. 


(/)  5  Vcs.  339. 
(g)  6  VfS.  677. 
(A)  10  Ves.  101. 
(0  I  M'Qel.  UY.29SL 
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debts,  or  legacies  were  charged  on  the  estate,  or  there 
were  other  words  from  which  it  was  to  be  inferred  that  all 
the  estates  coming  to  the  devisee  were  to  be  enjoyed  by 
him  beneficially.  Any  words  howeyer,  to  have  that  effect^ 
ftoit  be  f  ery  clear  and  precise.  In  Ex  parte  Bretiell,  a 
fotetal  rMidUary  devise  feo  the  testator's  natural  son  and 
III  hefafsi  ''  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  proper  use  and 
behoof,"  was  held  by  Lord  EkUm  not  to  pass  a  trust  estate. 
Bst  m  tbo  subsequent  case  of  Lord  Braybroke  ▼•  Imkip, 
Lord  EUon  explained  that  the  mere  words  "  own  use  and 
behoof,'*  fto.^  would  not  afiect  the  general  rule,  unless  there 
fere  other  parts  of  the  will  which  had  that  tendency. 


Baimbridob 
Lord 

AlKBUBTOir. 


Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  defendant,  submitted  to  the  judg- 
fmt  6t  tb6  Court 

AldbrsoNi  B.  -^In  Lard  Bruybroke  v.  Imkipt  Lord 
SUan  put  the  case  upon  this  ground,  that  in  order  to  pre* 
wt  the  trust  estate  passing  to  the  devisee,  there  must  be 
tords  to  confine  the  devisee  to  that  property  in  which  he 
Vis  to  have  the  beneficial  interest ;  and  he  explains  the 
oifeof  £i^  parie  Bretiett,  as  not  turning  merely  upon  the 
vwds  '*  to  his  own  use  and  behoof,"  but  upon  the  cir- 
cvMuiees  of  the  case.  The  devise  was  to  an  infant, 
^  waa  the  testator's  natui^al  son,  at^d  Lord  Eldon 
Aottgbtj  that  taking  the  whole  will  together,  the  testator 
iMended  die  devisee  to  take  an  estate  which  he  could 
<)Bi<7  ^  beneficially  as  he  could  his  own. 

Here  the  words  of  the  will  are  very  general,  and  there 
ii  ntd&ing  to  prevent  the  Court  from  ptitting  upon  thetn  as 
^^  a  construction  as  possible,  in  order  to  ^ve  efiect  to 
^  kitentioii  of  the  testator.  It  would  be  a  very  minute 
^tbction  to  draw  any  line  between  the  words  ''  benefiC* 
^  •*  behoof/'    iThe  decree  must  therefore  be  as  prayed. 


Decree  accoi^ingly. 
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Nov.  15M. 


Under  the  tUt. 
59  Geo.  8,  c.12, 
lands  belonging 
to  the  parish 
are  Tested  in 
the  chnrchwar- 
dens  and  orer- 
teers  of  the 
parish,  as  a 
corporation. 
Therefore, 
where  feoffees 
to  charitable 
uses  were  em- 
powered to  sell 
and  conTcj 
their  lands  to 
the  commis- 
sioners under 
an  improTcment 
met'.—Held, 
that  the  petition 
for  the  inTCst- 
mentof  the  pur- 
chase money 
should  be  pre- 
sented in  Uie 
names  of  the 
churchwardens 
and  overseers 
of  the  parish 
in  which  the 
charity  was 
established. 

SembU,  that 
churchwardens 
and  overseers, 
having  no  cor- 
porate seal, 
have  no  power 
to  execute  a 
power  of  attor- 
ney, autho- 
rising a  party 
to  continue  to 
receive  the  divi- 
dends of  stock, 
notwithstanding 
fluctuations  in 
the  number  and 
identity  of  the 
members  of  the 
corporation. 


Ex  parte  Anneslby — In  the  Matter  of  the  Stratford 

Bridge  ImproYement  Act. 

Under  an  act  passed  in  the  9th  year  of  the  reign c 
King  George  the  Fourth,  for  maintaining  and  repairing  th 
bridge  over  the  river  Avon,  near  Stratford-upon-AvoUi  a 
bodies  politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate^  corporations  aggn 
gate  or  sole,  tenants  in  tail  or  for  life,  husbands,  guardian 
trustees,  feofiees  in  trust  for  charitable  and  other  purpose 
committees,  executors  and  administrators,  &c.,  are  autlu 
rized,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  act  into  execution,  f 
sell  and  convey  any  houses,  buildings,  lands,  tenements,  an 
hereditaments  of  which  they  may  be  seised  in  fee  simpi 
to  the  commisioners  appointed  by  the  act.  The  act  tiic 
directs  that  the  purchase  money  (exceeding  SOOL)  slu 
be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  with  the  privity  of  tl 
Accountant-general  of  this  Court,  to  his  account,  **  Ex  pan 
the  commissioners  for  repairing  the  bridge,*'  &c.,  to  be  a] 
plied  in  the  purchase  of  lands  to  be  settled  to  the  HI 
uses,  &c.,  and  that  in  the  meanwhile,  and  until  such  pa 
chase  shall  be  made,  the  money  shall  be  invested  in  ll 
name  of  the  Accountant-General  in  the  purchase  of  & 
per  cent.  Consolidated  or  3L  per  cent.  Reduced  Bank  Ai 
unities;  the  dividends  from  time  to  time  to  be  paid,  1 
order  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  the  person  or  pe 
sons  who  would  for  the  time  being  have  been  entitled  i 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  thereby  directed  to  I 
purchased. 

Under  the  will  of  Sir  Hugh  Chesnall,  Knt.,  certa 
freehold  messuages  and  lands  situate  at  Stratford*upo) 
Avon  were,  at  the  time  of  the  contract  after  mentiaiioi 
vested  in  six  persons,  as  feoffees  in  trust  for  the  relief  < 
the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Clifford  Chambers.  In  1834, 
contract  was  entered  into  between  the  feoffees  and  tl 
commissioners  under  the  act,  for  sale  of   part  of  tl 
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premises,  consisting  of  a  blacksmith's  shop,  with  its  ap-         1S36. 
purtenancesy  to  the  commissioners,  at  the  price  of  I85l.f      Exparu 
and  soon  afterwards  a  proper  conveyance  to  the  commis-     Amhbslbt. 
flioners  was  executed  by  five  of  the  feoffees,  (the  other 
reFusing  to  join),  and  the  purchase  money  was  paid  into 
Court, 

^  petition  was  afterwards  presented,  in  the  name  of  the 
rector  of  the  parish  of  Clifford  Chambers  and  the  feoffees, 
praying  that  until  an  eligible  purchase  of  lands  could  be 
&>und  the  purchase  money  might  be  invested  in  the  pur- 
chase of  3^  per  cent.  Consols,  in  the  name  of  the  Account- 
anC-gencral,  and  that  the  dividends  might  be  paid  to  the 
petitioners ;  and  an  order  was  made  to  that  effect.  It  oc- 
eiavred,  however,  to  the  counsel  for  the  petitioners,  that  a 
diflBculty  would  arise  from  the  unwilling  feoffee  refusing 
to  join  in  appointing  an  attorney  to  receive  the  dividends, 
▲.^cordingly,  the  order  not  having  been  drawn  up, 

lUr.  Paber  applied  to  the  Court  to  vary  the  order,  by 
^ir^ting  the  dividends  to  be  paid  to  the  feoffees,  or  any 
0^  theaiy  or  auch  person  as  they  or  any  five  of  them  should 
si^point. 

Ike  Lord  Chief  Baron  said  that  the  charity  estates 
^>*^F»  taken  out  of  the  feoffees  by  the  stat.  59  Geo.  8,  c.  IS, 
*•  17(a),  and  vested  in  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 

<«)  Which  enacts,  "  That  all  spectively,  and  their  successors,  in 

boildii^   lands,   ancT  heredita-  trust  for  the  parish;  and  such 

^"^^ti  which  shall  be  purchased,  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 

'^'^>  or  taken  on  lease  by  the  the  poor,  and  their   successors, 

^^^thwardens  and  overseers  of  shall  and  may,  and  they  are  hereby 

^  poor  of  any  parish,  by  the  empowered,  to  accept,  take,  and 

^''thority  and  for  any  of  the  pur-  hold,  iu  the  nature  of  a  body  cor- 

^^'^  of  this  act,  idiall  be  con-  porate,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 

^^y^,  demised,  and  assured  to  the  parish,  all  such  buildings,  lands, 

^^■ri^wardens  and  overseers  of  and  hereditaments,  and  also  all 

^  poor  of  every  such  parish  re-  other  buildings,  lands,  and  heredita- 
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1836. 


E*  parte 
Anneblet. 


of  the  parish ;  and  he  suggested  that  the  petition  would 
probably,  on  that  account,  require  amendment.  His  Lord- 
ship referred  to  Doe  d.  Jackson  v.  Hiley  [a). 


\ 


The  petition  was  accordingly  amended,  by  making  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  CliflTord  Chambers  co- 
petitioners  with  the  willing  feoffees,  striking  out  the  name 
of  the  unwilling  feoffee,  and  praying  that  the  investment 
might  be  made  in  the  names  of  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers,  and  that  the  dividends  might  be  paid  to  the 
rector  of  the  parish  for  the  time  being. 

Mr.  Faber,  on  mentioning  the  petition  again,  stated  that 
it  was  proposed  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  rector^  in  order 
to  avoid  the  expense  of  a  new  power  of  attorney  upon 
every  change  of  churchwardens  and  overseers. 


ments  belonging  to  such  parishf"  &c. 
The  words,  "belonging  to  such 
parish,"  are  to  be  taken  in  their 
popular  sense:  Doe  ▼.  lerry,  4 
Ad.  &  Ell.  274. 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  885.     In  The 

AUomey-General  v.  ,  7th 

April,  1837  {ex  relatione),  it  ap- 
pears that  the  Vice-chancellor 
held  that  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  did 
not  apply  to  copyholds.  A  re- 
ference had  been  directed  to  the 
1V1  aster  to  appoint  trustees  for  a 
charity  estate,  consisting  of  copy- 
holds, and  to  approve  of  a  new 
scheme.  The  Master  refused  to 
appoint  trustees ;  holding,  on  the 
authority  of  Doe  v.  Hiley,  that  the 
copyhold  was  vested  in  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers;  but  he 
approved  of  a  scheme.  The  re- 
port was  excepted  to,  on  the  ground 
that  he  ought  to  have  appointed 
trustees;  but  that,  if  the  copy- 


holds vested  in  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers,  then  that  the  Court 
had  no  power  to  direct  a  scheme. 
The  Vice-(Jhancellor  said,  that  it 
would   be  very  extraordinary  if 
copyholds  could  be  vested  in  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  as 
a  corporation  under  the  act,  as  it 
would  deprive  the  lord  of  all  his 
fines ;  and  whatever  mi^bt  be  the 
case  as  to  freeholds,  which  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him  to  consi- 
der, the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
had  not   decided  that  copyholds 
were  within  the  act,  and  he  cer- 
tdnly  should  not  do  so.    The  ex- 
ceptions were  allowed,  and  it  waa 
referred  back  to  the  Master  to 
review  his  report.    His  Honoar 
seemed  to  doubt  the  authority  of 
Doe  V.  Hiley:   it   has,  however, 
been  treated  as  law  in  Doe  v.  Terry, 
4  Ad.  &  £11.  274 ;  Doe  v.  Cockdl, 
Id.  4/8. 
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The  Lord  Chief  Baron  asked  whether  the  act,  which  ^^^• 
imade  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  a  corporation  for  Ex  parte 
these  purposes,  did  not  give  them  a  common  seal,  under 
^prhich  they  might  appoint  an  attorney,  whose  office  would 
not  cease  on  a  change  in  the  body.  Upon  referring  to  the 
act,  however,  this  appeared  not  to  be  the  case,  and  ac- 
cordingly his  Lordship  made  the 

Order  as  prayed. 


Smith  v.  Smith.  Nov.  \stk. 

▼T  ILLIAM  SMITH,  by  his  will,  after  directing  pay-  Thedrcum- 

tnent  of  his  just  debts,  &c.,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  party  who  has 

^11  his  real  and  personal  estate,  whatsoever  and  where-  Sm^nhc?er^ 

soever,  unto  his  daughter,  Ann  Smith,  and  three  other  tutor's  real  and 

.  1     .    .         .  1         .  personal  effects 

persons,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  is  an  uncertifi- 

upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  dividends,  and  produce  of  his  and  was  not  apl 


id  real  and  personal  estate  to  raise  and  pay  certain  an-  P«"^*^  *®.**" 
nuities,  and  amongst  them  an  annuity  of  10/.  per  annum  testator,  is  not 
to  his  grandson,  Frederick  Smith,  for   his  life,  and  an  reason  to  induce 
annuity  of  35/.  per  annum  to  his  son,  Henry  Sweeting  LL^nt  a  re- 
Smith,  for  his  life;  which  latter  annuity  the  testator  di-  cciver before 

answer,  where 

Yected  his  trustees  to  pay  into  the  proper  hands  of  his  son  several  of  the 

l>y  monthly,  quarterly,  or  half-yearly  payments,  at  their  Jl^g'ed  decline 

discretion,  and  so  as  his  receipt  only  should  be  a  discharge,  ^^''^n^tion'** 

and  not  the  receipt  of  any  assignee  or  assignees  under  any  Quare,  how 

1       •         1      •       •     /*  1  •  1  n       1  ^'^  Fifties, 

authority  derived  from  him;  and  upon  further  trust  to  claiming  in  dlf- 
pay  and  divide  the  surplus  income  and  produce  of  his  said  (^'djoiITm'**'*' 
real  and  personal  estate  unto  and   equally  between  his  P!f.*"V*^*  ^" ' 

^  ^  ^        *        /  bill  of  revivor 

children  respectively,  save,  as  therein  mentioned,  as  to  the  and  supple- 
share  of  his  sun  Joseph  Smith.    And  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  his  said  children,  the  testator  directed  that 
his  said  trustees  should  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues, 
and  produce  of  all  his  said  real  and  personal  estate  and 

A  A  2 
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1836.         eflTects^  and  pay  and  divide  the  same  unto  and  equally 

between  all  his  surviving  grandchildren  who  should  then 

V.  be  living,  share  and  share  alike,  until  the  youngest  should 

Smith 

attain  twenty-one  years ;  and  upon  the  youngest  of  them 
attaining  such  age,  upon  trust  that  they  the  said  trus- 
tees, and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  should  sell 
and  dispose  of  all  his  said  real  and  personal  trust  es** 
tate  and  e£fects,  and  turn  the  whole  thereof  into  ready 
money,  and  pay  and  divide  the  same,  with  such  parts 
thereof  as  should  consist  of  monies  and  securities  for 
money,  unto  and  equally  between  all  such  of  his  said 
grandchildren,  and  the  children  or  child  of  any  such 
grandchild  as  might  be  then  dead,  leaving  lawful  issue ; 
such  children  or  child  to  take  only  his  or  their  parent's 
share.  And  the  testator  appointed  Ann  Smith  and  the 
three  other  trustees  to  be  his  executors. 

The  testator  died  in  November,  1824,  leaving  several 
children  surviving  him,  amongst  whom  were  Henry  Sweet* 
ing  Smith,  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law,  and  Ann  Smith, 
his  daughter.  Ann  Smith  proved  the  will  in  May,  1825, 
and  took  upon  herself  the  execution  of  the  trusts,  and 
entered  into  possession  of  the  real  and  personal  estates. 
The  other  executors  renounced  probate,  and  by  deed  dis* 
claimed  the  trusts.  Ann  Smith  died  in  October,  ISSi, 
having  previously  made  her  will,  whereby  she  appointed 
William  Bevan  and  John  Farr  her  executors.  The  latter 
alone  proved  the  will,  the  former  renouncing  probate. 

In  Trinity  Term,  1835,  Frederick  Smith,  the  testator^s 
grandson,  filed  his  bill  against  John  Farr,  and  against  the 
children  and  other  grandchildren  of  the  testator,  praying 
that  accounts  might  be  taken  of  the  testator's  personal 
estate,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estate  come 
to  the  hands  of  Ann  Smith  and  John  Farr,  or  either  of 
them ;  that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed  ;  that  Farr  might 
be  restrained  by  injunction  from  further  interference  with 
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the  testator's  property,  and  that  the  rights  and  interests  of        1936. 
the  several  parties  might  be  ascertained. 

In  October,  1835,  Frederick  Smith  died,  and  soon  after- 
wards the  present  bill  was  filed  by  his  widow,  who  was 
his  administratrix,  and  hb  infant  children,  against  the 
same  parties  as  were  defendants  to  the  original  suit,  pray- 
ing that  the  former  suit  might  be  revived ;  that  the  arrears 
of  Frederick  Smith's  annuity  might  be  paid  to  the  widow ; 
that  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  bill,  the  de- 
fendant Henry  Sweeting  Smith  might  be  decreed  to  ac- 
count for  all  sums  received  by  him  on  account  of  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  might  be  restrained 
from  collecting  or  receiving  any  part  of  that  estate  ;  and 
that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed,  &c. 

The  present  bill  charged  that  the  plaintiffs  bad  disco* 
vered  that  upon  the  death  of  Ann  Smith  letters  of  admin- 
istration de  bonis  non  of  the  testator,  William  Smith,  had 
been  granted  to  the  defendant,  Henry  Sweeting  Smith, 
and  that,  by  virtue  of  such  letters,  he  had  entered  into 
possession  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  and  had  also, 
as  the  testator's  heir-at-law,  entered  into  the  possession  of 
the  real  estates.  The  bill  then  contained  charges  against 
Smith,  of  whiQh  the  details  are  contained  in  the  affidavits 
hereafter  referred  to. 

The  defendant  not  having  yet  put  in  his  answer,  a  mo- 
tion was  now  made  for  a  receiver,  upon  the  affidavits  of 
Joseph  Smith,  one  of  the  testator*s  sons,  M.  A.  Smith,  the 
widow  of  Frederick  Smith,  and  other  persons.  Those  affi- 
davits stated  that  the  defendant,  having  upon  Ann  Smith's 
death  comeinto  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  testator's  estate, 
immediately  changed  his  residence,  and  lived  at  much 
greater  expense  than  before  ;  that  he  had  constantly  re- 
fnaed  to  pay  the  share  which  Ann  Smith,  if  living,  would 
have  been  entitled  to,  of  the  dividends  and  rents,  to  the 
partiesinterested  therein,  or  to  pay  the  arrears  of  Frederick 
Smitb'a  annuity  to  his  widow  ^  thattlie  defendant  had  very 
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1836.  little  property  beyond  what  he  was  entitled  to  under  the  will, 
and  his  half-pay  as  a  lieutenant  in  the  local  militia,  and  that 
he  was  an  uncertificated  bankrupt ;  that  Frederick  Smith 
occupied  a  house  belonging  to  the  testator,  for  which,  at  the 
time  of  this  motion,  there  was  due  146/.  for  rent;  that,  on 
the  other  hand,  at  the  death  of  Ann  Smith,  there  was  due  to 
F.  Smith  100/.  for  the  arrears  of  his  annuity;  that  the 
widow  was  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  difference  (4S/.), 
but  was  afraid  of  so  doing  by  reason  of  the  embarrassed 
circumstances  of  the  defendant;  that  the  defendant  had, 
in  October,  1836,  distrained  the  goods  of  the  widow  for 
178/L  rent,  which  goods  were  replevied ;  that  the  defend- 
ant  had  misapplied  the  monies  of  the  testator,  and  if  per- 
mitted to  continue  in  the  receipt  of  them,  the  greater  part 
would  be  lost  to  the  estate  of  the  testator,  &c. 

The  defendant,  by  his  affidavit,  denied  all  the  allegations 
on  the  other  side  as  to  the  change  in  his  mode  of  living, 
except  that  he  admitted  having  changed  his  abode  on  Anit 
Smith's  death,  for  the  purpose  of  more  conveniently  ad- 
ministering the  testator's  estate.     He  stated  that  shortly^ 
after  the  death  of  Ann  Smith,  he,  as  her  heir-at-law,  with, 
the   full  consent  and   approbation  of  the  several  adult 
parties  interested,  either  on  their  own  behalf  or  that  of 
infant  children,  received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  testa- 
tor's real  estate,  and  administered  his  personal  estate  which 
had  been  left  unad ministered;  and  that  his  brother,  Joseph 
Smith,  the  deponent  on  the  other  side,   was  pne  of  his 
bondsmen   on   taking   out    letters  of   administration    de 
bonis  fiofi.     That  all  which  the  deponent  had  received  of 
Ann  Smith's  share  had  been  paid   by  him  to  the  parties 
entitled,  but  that  part  of  it  had  not  been  paid  over  to  hhn* 
That  in  addition  to  the  rent,  which  he  stated  to  be  17HiL, 
there  was  a  debt  due  on  an  unsettled  account  between  the 
estate  of  Frederick  Smith  and  that  of  the  testator.     That 
the  deponent  had  always  paid  the  annuities  as  soon  as  due^> 
and  frequently  in  advance.     He  then  stated  that  he 


1^. 
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possessed  of  income  beyond  what  he  took  under  the  will  1P36. 
and  his  half-pay;  but  he  admitted  that  he  was  a  bankrupt 
thirty-eight  years  ago,  and  he  could  not  recollect  whether 
he  obtained  his  certificate  ;  he  stated ,  however,  that  shortly 
after  his  bankruptcy  he  entered  his  Majesty's  serrice,  and 
that  his  afiairs  were  settled  by  his  father. 

Mr.  Simpkimon  and  Mr.  Kenyan  Parker^  for  the  motion. 
This  is  not  the  case  of  an  application  against  an  executor 
or  trustee  appointed  by  the  testator  himself.  In  that  case 
it  would  be  more  difficult  to  object  that  the  party  was  in 
embarrassed  circumstances  or  a  bankrupt;  for  if  the  testator 
chose  to  appoint  such  a  person,  no  one,  probably,  would 
have  a  right  to  complain.  But  this  is  the  case  of  a 
person  upon  whom  the  trusts  of  the  will  have  devolved  by 
operation  of  law,  and  in  whom,  as  it  appears  on  the  face 
of  the  will,  the  testator  had  no  confidence.  In  bequeath- 
ing the  annuity  of  351.  to  this  son,  the  testator  studiously 
guards  against  the  payment  of  it  to  any  person  except  to 
the  party  himself,  giving  the  trustees  a  discretionary  power 
to  dole  it  out  as  occasion  might  require,— either  weekly, 
monthly,  or  quarterly  (a).  The  affidavits  establish  that  the 
party  is  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  and  has  little  or  no  pro- 
perty, and  that  upon  the  receipt  of  the  testator's  property 
he  changed  his  house  and  mode  of  living.  Besides^  he  has 
omitted  to  pay  the  annuities.  This  is  a  strong  case.  The 
application  is  made  on  behalf  of  almost  all  the  parties 
beneficially  interested ;  and  under  such  circumstances,  in- 
dependently of  the  fact  of  bankruptcy,  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  a  receiver  :  Brodle  v.  Barry  (6).  The  point  as 
it  relates  to  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  has  also  been 
decided :  Gladdon  v.  Stoneman  (c).  In  these  cases  the  re- 
cetver  was  appointed  before  answer.  Here,  though  the  party 

(a)  Bat  the  same  clause  was         (&)  3  Mer.  695. 
added  to  the  beqaests  to  other  an-         (c)  1  Madd.  143. 


MM8*a«k*a 
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1886.        has  not  put  in  an  answer,  he  has  answered  the  plaintiSt' 
aflSdaTita. 


lOflTC 

m 
aanra 


Mr.  Piggaii,  for  defendants  entitled  to  annuities  in  poi* 
aeswon  and  shares  in  the  residue.-^The  testator  nerer  in-^ 
tended  that  Henry  Smith  should  have  any  controul  over* 
the  rents  and  profits.     The  language  of  the  will  is  very" 
strong  to  that  efiect*    Where  a  trustee  or  executor  ap— 
pointed  by  a  testator  becomes  bankrupt  after  the  date  oF 
the  will,  although  the  fact  of  bankruptcy  is  known  to  tbtt 
testator,  a  receiver  will  be  appointed:  Langley  v.  Hawk  (aV 
Here  the  trust  was  not  imposed  upon  the  party  by  tho 
testator,  but  by  operation  of  law. 

Mr.  G,  Richards  and  Mr.  Puller^  for  the  defendant^ 
Henry  Sweeting  Smith. — If  at  the  hearing  it  is  impoasible 
for  the  plaintiffs  to  have  a  decree,  your  Lordship  will  noft 
make  an  interim  order  for  a  receiver.    This  suit  baa  beeim- 
attempted  to  be  revived  on  the  death  of  Frederick  Smith  m 
the  plaintiff;  the  new  plaintifia  being  tbe  widow 
children  of  Frederick  Smith.    But  the  suit  so  reviTed  i 
irregularly  framed,  the  plaintiffs  not  having  a  common  i 
terest.    The  children  take  by  substitution,  and  canno 
therefore  join  as  plaintiffs  with  the  widow,  who  claims 
through  Frederick  Smith.    The  bill  therefore,  as  the  re^ 
cord  now  stands,  must  be  dismissed  at  the  bearing,  andom 
that  ground  alone  this  motion  ought  to  be  refused. 

Another  ground  on  which  the  Court  will  dismiaa  thip- 
application  is,  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  the  parties 
who  make  it.  Now,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  widow,  has 
no  interest  in  the  rents  and  profits.  She  claims  the  arrears 
of  an  annuity,  but  having  been  in  possession  of  the  tests* 
tor's  property,  she  has  satisfied  herself  what  was  due  fiir 
arrears.    So  far  from  being  entitled  as  representative  to 

{u)  5  Msdd.  46. 
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any  portion  of  the  rents^  she  admits  that  there  is  a  debt         IBSSi 
of  46L  due  from  her.     What  interest  then  has  she  in 
this  application  ?    The  other  plaintiffs  are  the  great-grand* 
children  of  the  testator.    They  have  no  claim  upon  the 
TtntB  and  profits  now ;  though  they  have  an  interest,  but 
only  a  contingent  interest,  in  the  corpus.    It  is  not  said, 
however,  that  the  defendant  has  mismanaged  the  rents. 
Some  only  of  the  defendant's  brothers  concur  in  this  ap* 
plication.    They  who  do  ought  to  have  filed  a  cross  bill, 
and  the  defendant  would  then  have  had  their  responsibi* 
fity  for  costs. 

TVitb  respect  to  the  personalty,  there  is  no  allegation 

that  any  personal  estate  is  now  outstanding.     The  letters 

(^f  administration  were  obtained  by  the  defendant  so  far 

iMack  as  1824,  and  it  is  not  said  that  he  did  not  then  perform 

him  duty  as  administrator.     Besides,  the  very  man  who 

flK>'w  attempts  to  throw  a  slur  upon  his  character  was  his 

iK^ndsman  to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.     No  application 

^^8  made  for  a  receiver  till  after  a  distress  was  put  in. 

^^   was  well  known  to  all  parties  that  he  was  an  uncertifi- 

^^%ed  bankrupt ;  his  bankruptcy  having  occurred  thirty- 

^*dht  years  ago* 

Mr.  SimpHnson^  in  reply. — The  question  as  to  the  wi<* 

is  not,  whether  she  had  an  interest  when  the  bill  of 

vivor  was  filed ;  but,  whether  her  husband  had  an  inter* 

when  he  filed  the  original  bill.    If  he  had,  and  there 

«re  arrears  of  the  annuity  at  his  death,  those  arrears 

ere  property  received  by  his  widow  as  his  personal  repre* 

Rotative.    Now,  it  is  not  said  that  when  the  bill  of  re* 

Mvor  was  filed,  the  annuity  had  been  all  paid. to  Frede* 

Hck  Smith.    On  the  contrary,  it  appears  upon  both  aflS* 

davits  that  there  was  an  arrear  to  the  amount  of  \QOL 

tlis  representative,  therefore,  had  an  interest  to  take  the 

accounts  quoad  that  arrear,  more  especially  when  it  is 

nmon,  and  not  denied,  that  the  defendant  has  actually  dia* 
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1836.         trained  upon  her  for  the  whole  of  the  rent  due  from  her, 
without  giving  her  any  credit  for  the  arrears  of  the  annui* 
ty.    With  respect  to  Frederick  Smith's  children,  it  is  true 
that  they  have  no  present  interest  to  be  paid  the  tenU 
and  profits,  but  they  have  an  interest  to  see  the  rents  aod^ 
profits  properly  applied.     If  the  annuities  are  not  kepK 
down  by  the  trustee  under  the  will,  and  he  appropriate^ 
them  to  his  own  use,  might  not  the  annuitants  come  for 
satisfaction  on  the  corpus  of  the  estate  or  on  the  reversion; 
upon  the  surplus  or  residue  ? 

The  objection  as  to  the  misjoinder  of  the  plaintiff  is  im- 
material.  It  is  said  that  the  widow  and  children  cannot 
be  plaintiffs  in  the  same  bill,  the  former  claiming  by  re- 
presentation,  and  the  latter  propria  jure.  But  as  to  her 
this  is  a  bill  of  revivor,  as  to  them  a  bill  of  supplemeot, 
arising  from  matters  which  have  occurred  since  the  filiiig 
of  the  original  bill.  Suppose  a  bill  filed  in  reference  to 
real  estate,  and  the  plaintiff  devises  it  to  A.  B.,  and  diet. 
A.  B.  has  a  right  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  or  an  origi- 
nal bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill,  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  proceedings  in  the  former  suit:  he  cannot 
file  a  bill  of  revivor,  not  representing  the  original  plaintiK 
Now,  if  the  original  bill  respects  personal  as  well  as  real 
estate,  then  the  new  bill  would  adopt  the  form  of  this.  It 
would  be  a  bill  of  revivor  by  the  personal  representative, 
and  an  original  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill 
by  the  party  entitled  to  the  realty.  If  Frederick  Smith 
had  lived,  he  would  have  been  entitled  as  one  of  the  tes- 
tator's grandchildren ;  but  under  the  will  his  share  de- 
volves to  his  children,  and  that  brings  the  case  within  the 
principle  referred  to.  It  is  true  that  his  children  take  bat 
a  limited  interest,  but  that  is  not  enough  to  deprive  theD 
of  the  right  to  this  application.  A  bill  was  filed  in  Chan- 
cery by  a  person  whose  sole  interest  was  this — that  the 
testator  by  will  directed  that  he  should  receive  the  renti 
of  a  certain  property,  and  be  allowed  a  poundage  to  be 
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paid  by  the  executors.  Lord  Eldon,  however^  held  that  a  1896. 
bill  was  sustainable  by  that  party  against  the  executors 
for  an  account^  receiver,  and  injunction.  The  plaintiff 
there  had  on]y  a  scintilla  of  interest,  but  Lord  Eldon 
said  that,  small  as  it  was,  he  had  an  interest  to  support 
the  claim. 

Whatever  may  be  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to  the 
outstanding  personal  estate,  the  defendant  admits  that  be 
has  received,  since  the  death  of  Ann  Smith,  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  leasehold  estates. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  do  not  feel  myself  called 
upon  to  decide  the  question  how  far  this  bill  has  been  pro- 
perly filed  as  a  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement,  or  how  far  the 
parties  have  been  properly  joined  as  plaintiffs :  my  opinion 
proceeds  on  the  ground  that  this  motion  is  made  without 
any  sufficient  reason,  before  any  answer  is  put  in ;  it  being 
admitted  that  such  an  application  must  be  made  on  special 
circumstances.  The  case  which  has  been  referred  to  in 
support  of  the  motion  states,  that  where  all  parties  inter- 
ested concur  in  the  application,  it  may  be  made.  It  says,  the 
receiver  was  appointed,  all  parties  being  before  the  Court 
and  consenting.  Do  all  consent  here  ?  First,  they  say  that 
the  defendant  is  interested — of  course  he  does  not  consent. 
His  brothers  are  interested,  and  some  of  them  do  not 
consent  It  appears  to  me  that  that  alone  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  this  application.  It  must  be  a  strong  case  to  in- 
duce the  Court  to  dispossess  a  party  who  is  interested, 
and  who  has  the  legal  title,  unless  the  other  parties  con- 
sent. It  is  very  true,  that  the  mode  in  which  he  came 
possessed  of  the  property,  particularly  if  he  had  not  the 
legal  title,  might,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  give  rise 
to  objections,  because,  taking  the  property  as  he  did, 
after  he  had  been  dispossessed  of  it  by  his  father,  and 
upon  surviving  his  sister,  there  might  be  sufficient  ground 
for  raising  questions  prejudicial  to  his  character.  But 
when  you  look  at  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  you  do 
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1836.        not  see  that  he  labours  under  the  odium  of  volonteering 
his  services  on  this  occasion.     It  is  true  that  the  father- 
did  not  make  him  his  executor,  and  seems  to  have  h 
some  doubt  about  the  assignees'  interest  interfering  to  d 
prive  him  of  the  benefits  of  the  will,  because  that  dnw^^ 
in  the  will,  which  has  been  referred  to,  looks  as  if  the  te«* 
tator  doubted  whether  a  proper  provision  would  be  made 
for  his  son  if  his  share  was  given  to  him  absolutely.    Boi 
that  was  in  the  year  18^2,  and  the  son  took  possessioi 
twelve  years  after — namely,  in  1834;  and  when  he  took 
possession,  it  is  not  alleged  that  he  was  objected  to;  and 
one  of  the  parties  interested  was  actually  his  surety  to  tiw 
Ecclesiastical  Court :  therefore  the  circumstances  of  hii 
taking  possession  are  not  so  prejudicial  to  him  as  thej 
would  otherwise  be. 

Then,  when  the  three  trustees  have  renounced,  andhii 
sister  is  dead,  what  is  to  be  done  ?  He  is  the  only  pertoB 
who  can  interfere.  He  must  do  so  for  the  benefit  of 
others,  if  not  for  his  own.  He  has  himself  an  interest;  ht 
has  a  share  of  the  rents  and  profits  during  his  lifetine. 
Then  what  are  the  facts  which  have  occurred  since  hit 
possession  to  induce  any  one  to  say  that  the  consent  of 
these  parties  to  his  possession  was  improperly  given,  <ff 
that  these  parties  ought  now  to  be  hostile  to  him?  Whei 
did  he  change  his  mode  of  living?  Not  till  1834^  The 
aflidavits  say,  that  upon  coming  into  possession  he  changed 
his  residence  and  adopted  a  more  expensive  mode  of  lif- 
ing.  That  naked  fact  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  support 
this  application.  The  objection,  if  any,  was  existing  wbeo 
the  supplemental  bill  was  filed,  but  not  before.  When 
did  this  new  mode  of  living  operate  upon  the  minds  of  the 
parties  ?  No  new  fact  is  alleged,  except  the  defendtDt'i 
change  of  residence,  and  his  living  on  another  part  of  the 
property.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  me,  that  there  u^ 
want  of  a  body  of  facts  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the 
present  proceeding. 


COURT  OF  liJCCH£QUCR.  308 

What  may  be  the  nature  of  the  case,  when  tlie  answer         1836. 


Smith 


Smith. 


u  put  in,  I  do  not  know :  but  when  it  is  considered  that 
this  was  an  amicable  bill^  I  do  not  know  why  I  should  "  v. 
step  out  of  the  usual  course  to  appoint  a  receiver  against 
the  defendant  in  possession.  It  must  be  a  strong  case  to 
authorize  such  a  proceeding.  I  have  ahready  said  that  the 
general  statement  of  the  change  in  his  mode  of  living  is 
not  suflScient  for  such  a  purpose.  In  addition  to  that, 
there  are  no  specific  statements  of  the  defendant's  misap- 
plication  of  the  property ;  and  no  statement  that  the  an- 
nuities were  not  paid  up  to  the  time  of  the  bill  being  filed. 
There  is  no  fact,  therefore,  to  induce  the  Court  to  change 
the  possession,  except  the  distress.  Upon  that,  I  admit 
that  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Smith,  may  be  entitled  to  have  an 
account  taken,  and  to  have  an  acquittance,  and  to  set  off 
the  money  due  to  her  husband's  estate  for  the  arrears  of 
the  annuity.  Still  it  appears,  by  her  own  affidavit,  that 
she  owes  46/.  to  the  testator's  estate,  and  there  being  un- 
questionably a  sum  due  for  rent,  the  defendant  distrained. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  see  no  reason  why  he  should 
not  have  distrained,  or  why  that  proceeding  should  now 
operate  to  bis  prejudice.  I  confess  it  appears  to  me  that 
this  application  is  founded  on  some  little  resentment ;  and 
as  there  are  no  circumstances  against  the  defendant  now 
which  did  not  exist  when  the  bill  was  filed,  or  before  it 
filed,  I  think  the  motion  must  be  refused,  with  costs. 

Motion  refused. 


Wilkinson  v.  L'Eaugier.  JulyUt. 

A.  HE  plaintiff  having  obtained  the  common  injunction,  I'he  pUindflr 
the  defendant  put  in  his  answer,  and  obtained,  on  the  20th  cepdom  for 
June,  an  order  nisi  to  dissolve  the  injunction.     On  the  dtsroi^the 

common  injunc- 
tioo,  althongh  he  may  have  given  notice  of  shewing  cause  on  the  merits ;  and  it  will  be  sufficient 
if  Uie  ezcepUoni  are  filed  before  cause  is  actually  shewn. 

YOL.  II.  B  B  '  £Q.  EX. 


Wilkinson 
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1836.         24th  June  the  plainti£f  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that 
he  would  shew  cause  on  the  merits  against  dissolving  the 
9.  injunction.    On  the  27th  June,  the  day  on  which  cause  was 

to  have  been  shewn,  the  Court  did  not  sit.  The  plaintiff 
then  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he  had  abandoned 
his  intention  of  shewing  cause  on  the  merits,  and  meant  to 
shew  exceptions  for  cause ;  and  on  the  28th  of  June  he 
filed  his  exceptionsi  and  obtained  the  usual  order  thereon. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  Beavan,  for  the  defendant, 
now  moved  that  the  order  of  the  28th  of  June  might  be 
discharged  for  irregularity,  with  costs ;  contending,  first, 
that  the  order  nisi  was  imperative  that  unless  cause  was 
shewn  on  the  27th  the  injunction  should  be  dissoked; 
and,  secondly,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  under  the  circumstances, 
was  at  liberty  to  shew  cause  after  the  27th,  he  was  bound, 
to  shew  the  same  cause  as  he  would  have  shewn  if  th 
Court  had  sat  on  the  27th,  and  therefore  it  must  be  npoi 
the  merits,  and  not  by  way  of  exceptions. 

Mr.  Simplcinson  and  Mr.  James ^  eontri. — It  is  snffici«o 
to  shew  cause  on  the  first  day  on  which  cause  can 
shewn :  Jadis  v.  Ruscoe  (a).     It  is  likewise  immateria 
whether  the  cause  shewn  be  on  the  merits  or  by  way  o 
exceptions;  for  although  two  days'  notice  is  necessary  fo 
shewing  cause  on  the  merits,  that  does  not  apply  to 
tions ;  nor  does  the  order  nisi  state  what  cause  is  to 
shewn.     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — ^The  question  is,  wh 
ther  you  ought  not  to  have  filed  your  exceptions  on  tb 
27th.] 

Mr.  Russell,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  situation  o 
the  parties  ought  not  to  be  affected  by  the  accidental  cir*-* 
cumstance  of  the  Court  not  sitting  on  the  day  appointed 

(a)  lYounge,  538. 


Wilkinson 

V. 

L'EAuaiKH. 
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for  shewing   cause.     He  cited  Pikehouse  \.  Hickman  {a)        1836. 
tnd  Goodman  v.  Whiicombe  (b). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  plaintiff  could  not 
eompljf  literally  with  the  terms  of  the  order  nUif  because 
the  Court  did  not  sit  on  the  S7th  of  June.  It  is  admitted^ 
that  if  the  Court  had  sat  on  the  STth,  the  plaintiff  would 
have  been  within  the  time  to  shew  cause.  Whether  a 
party,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  cause,  can  avail  himself 
of  a  matter  which  occurred  after  the  day  appointed  for 
shewing  cause,  may  be  doubtful;  but  here^  the  matter  ex* 
isted  on  that  day.  If  it  had  occurred  afterwards,  I  should 
fieel  the  force  of  the  objection,  that  he  could  shew  no 
cause  on  the  28th,  which  he  could  not  on  the  27th.  But 
the  real  cause  liere  is,  that  there  is  no  sufficient  answer. 
That  existed  at  first ;  and,  supposing  I  had  sat  here  on 
the  21th,  all  that  was  necessary  to  have  been  done  was  to 
file  exceptions.  Now,  the  plaintiff  originally  thought  that 
he  would  shew  cause  on  the  merits,  but  he  afterwards 
changed  his  mind,  and  decided  on  shewing  exceptions 
for  cause,  thinking  that  as  long  as  the  Court  did  not  sit  be 
was  quite  in  time  if  he  had  his  exceptions  ready  before  he 
came  to  shew  cause.  That  is  the  fact,  and  the  only 
question  is,  whether  the  exceptions  ought  not  to  have 
been  filed  on  the  27th.  Now,  for  the  reasons  I  before 
stated,  I  think  that  he  was  in  sufficient  time,  although 
the  exceptions  were  not  filed  till  the  28th.  It  appears  to 
me,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  the  28th  was  properly 
made,  and  that  the  present  motion  must  be  dismissed : 
but  as  there  is  no  decided  case  upon  the  point,  it  must  be 
diamissed  without  costs. 

Order  accordingly. 

(a)  Not  reported.  (6)  IJ.  &  W.  589, 


B  B  2 
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1836.  The  bill  stated  that  early  in  the  year  1834,  the  plaintiff,       ^ 

Jtd\th  ^^'"S  *^^"  resident  at  Paris,  occasionally  visited  a  club  or       — 

Upon  «n  acUon  gaming-house,  called  the  Salon  des  Eirangers  ;  that  the  de-      ^- 

brought  to  re-  fendant,  L'EauGner,  was  a  member  of  the  club,  and  superin-      — 

cow  a  sum  of  »                ©       »                                                        '                r 

moiMyient  tended,  and  participated  in  the  profits  of  the  gaming ;  and 

curity  of  an'  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  making  loans  to  the  persons  pre- 

'  ^n  a^biu"*^  ^^^  *^  enable  them  to  continue  their  play ;  that  the  plainti^     — r 

filed  to  discover  had  from  time  to  time  borrowed  of  the  defendant  various     ^ 

money  had  not  sums  of  money  for  the  purpose  of  gaming,  which  had  uni 

the  purpote'^  formly  been  repaid ;  that  on  one  occasion,  having  borrowed 

of  gaming:—  ^f  ^hg  defendant  2000  francs,  he  gave  the  latter  bis  I.  O.  U.^ 

Held,  that  the  '         ^ 

defendant  was  for  the  amount ;  that  on  the  following  day,  or  soon  afte 

by  hu  answer  wards,  the  plaintiff  repaid  the  2000  francs  to  the  defend 

^^^^y}^Z"  ant,  but  omitted  to  take  back  the  L  O.  U. ;  that  notwith 

Solent;  it  being  '                                                                                        ' 

still  a  question  standing  such  repayment,  the  defendant  had,  upon  the 

ment  in  a  court  tum  of  the  plaintiff  into  this  country,  commenced  an  acti< 

Jher'mone**/'  "po"  ^^^  '•  O'  U.  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  for  ih 


lent  at  play,  or    purpose  of  recoverinff  the  amount  of  the  3000  francs 

for  the  purposes   ^      '^  ° 

of  play,  is  re-    interest.     The  bill  then  prayed  that  the  I.  O.  U.  might 
action  at  law.      delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  for  an  injunction  to  sta 

proceedings  at  law. 

The  bill  having  interrogated  whether  the  sums  the 
in  mentioned  were  not,  and  particularly  whether  the 
of  3000  francs  was  not,  employed  by  the  plaintiff  for  th 
purpose  of  gaming,  and   the  defendant  having  answe 
equivocally  upon  that  point,  an  exception  was  taken  to 
answer. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  James  for  the  exception. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  Beavan,  conird,  contended 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  answer  th^ 
question,  it  being  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  case  mad^ 
by  the  bill :  for,  admitting  the  transaction  to  be  illegal  10 
this  country  under  the  statute  of  Anne  (a),  it  was  not  il- 
legal at  Paris. 

(a)  9  Ann.  c.  14. 


L'Eauoier. 
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The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  Robinson  v.  Bland  (a),  Lord        lSd6. 
Mansfield  decided  that  money  lent  at  play  is  recoverable       "     " 

^  WILKINSON 

in  an  aetiony  notwithstanding  that  the  security  itself  upon  v, 

which  the  money  is  lent  is  void  under  the  statute  of  Anne; 
and  he  accordingly  held  that  the  contract  in  that  case, 
which  was  made  in  France,  might  be  enforced  here.  I  al- 
ways respect  Lord  Mansjield's  opinions,  and  received  my 
first  legal  impressions  from  his  judgments;  but  I  have  lived 
to  see  many  of  his  decisions  overruled,  as  in  the  case  of  as- 
surance of  enemies'  property,  which  he  held  to  be  legal,  on 
the  notion  that  assurance  is  a  beneficial  traffic,  and  ought 
not  to  be  repudiated,  but  which  has  been  decided  by 
all  other  judges  to  be  illegal.  I  cannot  therefore  take  it 
for  granted  that  the  judges  would  decide  tiiis  case  as  Lord 
Mansfield  decided  Robinson  v.  Blandy  though  I  own  I 
should  decide  it  the  same  way.  Upon  this  consideration, 
if  the  party  is  desirous  of  trying  the  question  at  law,  I  do 
not  think  he  ought  to  be  precluded  from  so  doing.  With 
great  reluctance,  therefore,  I  must  allow  the  exception. 

Exception  allowed, 
(a)  2  Burr.  1077. 


Nov,  22nd, 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  stated  that  the  Salon  des  Qu4Bre,  whethe 
Eirangers  was  a  club  established  for  the  usual  purposes  JJe^pu^p*^  ^7 
of  a  club-house,  and  that  games  of  chance  with  dice  and  gaming  is  re- 

,    -  coverable  in  an 

cards  were  there  earned  on ;  that  such  games  are  recog-  action  at  law, 
nised  by  the  laws  of  France;  that  the  defendant  was  an  ani7ofu!ua 
attendant  at  the  club  at  a  fixed  salary ;  that  the  plaintiff  •fcunty  within 

•^  '  "^  tlie  statute 

applied  to  the  defendant,  who  was  in  one  of  the  refresh-  9  Anne,  c.  14  f 
ment  rooms  of  the  club,  for  the  loan  of  ^000  francs,  which 
the  defendant  lent  him  upon  his  written  acknowledgment; 
that  this  sum  was  not  lent  for  any  particular  purpose, 
and  that  the  defendant  did  not  know  whether  the  plaintiff 
applied  it  to  gaming  purposes,  though  he  might  have 
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1936.        done  80.    The  defendant  denied  that  the  2000  francs  had 
^^i^^i^^^     ever  been  repaid  to  him. 

"•  The  plaintiff  having  obtained  the  common  injunction, 

and  an  order  nisi  having  been  obtained  to  dissolve  it, 

Mr.   Simpiinson  and   Mr.  James  now  sliewed   cause 
against    dissolving   t!ie    injunction. — There    is    sufficient 
ground  of  suspicion  in  this  case  to  induce  the  Court  not 
to  dissolve  the  injunction.      It  is  clear  that  the  sum  in 
question    was    lent    fur  the    purpose   of   gaming,   which 
distinguishes  this  case  from  that  of  Robinson  v.  Bland. 
In  Robinson  v.  Bland  there  was  no  finding  by  the  jury 
that  the  money  was  lent  for  the  purpose  of  play.     The 
question   therefore,   whether  money  so  lent  is   recover- 
able  in   an   action,   was   not   before   the  Court.      That 
question,  however,  came  before  the   Court   of  CommoD 
Pleas,  in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Viola  (a),  in  which   the 
case  of  Robinson  v.  Bland  was  commented  upon.     That 
was  an  action   on  the  case   upon  promises   brought  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  money  lent  at  play.     There 
were  counts  upon  promissory  notes  and  money  counts. 
The  plaintiff  was  unable  to  prove  the  defendant's  signa- 
ture  to  the   notes,   but  called  a  witness   to  prove   the 
amount  of  the  money  lent,  as  acknowledged  in  the  notes, 
and  five  guineas  besides.     Under  all  the  circumstances, 
the  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
money  had  been  knowingly  lent  or  advanced  for  the  pur- 
pose of  play,  and,  if  so,  he  directed  them  to  find  for  the 
defendant.     The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
and  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  contract  was  not  within  the  statute  of 
Anne,  but  the  Court  refused  the  application.    In  another 
case,  which  occurred  before  Mr.  Justice  Gould,  his  Lord- 
ship was  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas.     No  argument  can  be  raised  on  the  other  side  that 
the  money  having  been  legally  lent  in  France  may  be  re« 

{a)  E.  T.  1784,  Hill's  MSS. 
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covered  in  England^  because  it  seems  clear  that  money 
lent  for  the  purpose  ofgaming  is  not  recoverable  in  France: 
Code  CivU,  Arts.  1964,  1965.  At  all  events,  even  if  the 
Court  should  think  the  action  maintainable  on  the  money 
counts,  the  void  instrument  must  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  Beavan,  contrh. — The 
Court  can  come  to  no  conclusion  upon  the  question  of  fo- 
reign law,  because  that  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Master.  However,  the  articles  which  have 
been  cited  from  the  Code  Civil,  refer  only  to  money  lost 
and  won,  not  to  money  lent  at  play  (a).  With  respect  to 
the  written  security,  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  right  to  have 
it  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  if  the  defendant  fail  at  law; 
but  if  he  obtains  a  verdict,  there  is  no  equity  confessed  by 
the  answer  upon  which  the  Court  will  order  the  instru- 
ment to  be  delivered  up. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron.—  If  I  had  any  satisfactory  evi- 
dence of  what  the  law  of  France  was,  I  should  be  dis- 
posed to  enter  fully  into  the  question  which  has  just  been 
argued.  But  there  is  not  sufficient  in  the^'e  pleadings 
for  the  Court  to  proceed  upon ;  and  I  agree  with  Mr.  Rus^ 
sett  in  thinking  that  a  more  distinct  case  ought  to  be  raised 
by  the  bill  and  answer  in  order  to  determine  the  question 
in  equity.  As  to  the  written  instrument,  I  see  no  reason 
why  I  should  now  order  it  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  can- 
celled, for  it  is  not  precisely  similar  to  other  instruments 
which  have  been  made  use  of  in  transactions  of  this  na- 
ture. There  is  a  difference  between  a  bill  of  exchange, 
which  is  negotiable,  and  an  I.  O.  U.,  which  is  only  evidence 
of  the  debt. 

Injunction  dissolved. 


(a)  The  conclusion  drawn  from 
them  by  a  learned  commentator 
is  in  these  words:  "  Le  joueurqui 
n*a  pas  paye  ce  qu*il  a  perdu  ne 


peut  ^tre  forc^  k  le  payer ;  et  le 
joueur  qui  a  refu  ce  qu'il  a  gagn^ 
ne  peut  ^tre  contraint  k  le  rendre.** 
Code  Civil,  par  Rognntt  p*  902. 


1836. 


WiLKINSOX 
V. 

L'Eaugicr. 
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1836. 
Nov.  22nd.  LeWTHWAITE  V.  ClARKSON. 

_  « 

If,  upon  de-  Ruth  CLARKSON,  one  of  the  defendanU  to  thi 
ofpartiwj'the"^  ®"^'*  ^^^  ^'^^  *  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  and  Robei 
plaintiff  give       Field  and  Ruth  his  wife,  and  Eliasa  Clarkson,  three 

notice  of  tub- 

mining  to  the  defendants,  had  filed  a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  ant 
two  days  before  these  demurrers  were  set  down  to  be  argued  on  the  lOtl 
^''u.^u^if^j        November.     Briefs  to  arirue  the  demurrers  had  like^ 

which  the  de«  ^ 

murrer  u  set  been  delivered  to  the  defendants'  counsel  on  the  8th. 

nent,  he  cannot  the  9tli  November  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  gare  notice  U 

Jdihout*!l'.5l"  *e  defendants'  clerk  in  court  that  the  plaintiffs  submitteA^ 

cUi  application  ^q  the  several  demurrers  ;  and  shortly  afterwards  a  fbrthei 

for  that  pur- 
pose, notice  was  given  that  the  plaintiff's  counsel  had  obtainei 

to  a"de^urrer      ^^  order  to  amend  his  bill  by  adding  parties,  or  otherwis 
for  want  of  ^     gg  j^^  might  be  advised,  upon  payment  of  30f.  costs  U 
bill  out  of  court,  Ruth  Clarkson,  and  the  like  costs  to  the  other  defendant 

and  it  can  only  .  .  .  •  i       i  i  i 

be  restored  A  motion  was  now  made  to  set  aside  the  order  so  o1 

drcunwttnwL     Gained   for  irregularity,  with  costs,  or  that  the  plaintii 

might  pay  the  taxed  costs  of  the  demurrer. 

Mr.  Spence,  for  the  motion,  insisted,  with  respect  to  th< 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  that  the  bill  could  not 
amended  as  of  course,  where  the  demurrer  had  not 
submitted  to  at  least  two  days  before  the  day  for  argument 
1  Fowl.  Pr.  320 :  at  all  events,  after  having  been  set  dowi 
for  argument  it  could  only  be  amended  upon  payment  o1 
taxed  costs :  Dowries  v.  East  India  Company  (a),  Anon,  (i)-— -* 
With  respect  to  the  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  he  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiff's  submission  put  the  bill  out  ol 
Court  as  against  the  two  defendants  who  so  demurred  ^ 
and,  therefore,  that  the  bill  must  be  taken  to  be  dismissecY 
as  against  them,  with  full  costs.     And  for  this  he  citedl 
Kirkly's  Orders,  p.  6,  where  it  is  stated  that  "  if  the  de- 
murrer be  to  the  whole  bill,  and  allowed  or  submitted  to, 
the  defendant  is  to  stand  dismissed  with  costs." 

(a)  6  Ves  686.  (A)  9  Ve  .  221. 
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Mr.  ManrOt  conirH, — It  must  be  admitted  that ^  to  amend        1836. 
a  bill  after  demurrer  allowed  for  want  of  equity,  requires    . 
A  ipecial  application;  but  that  is  not  tlie  case  where  the  »• 

demurrer  is  only  for  want  of  parties.  Although  a  demur- 
rer for  want  of  parties  has  been  set  down  for  argument,  a 
plaintiff  may  amend  without  a  special  application  until  it  is 
actually  argued.  The  only  substantial  question  in  these 
cases  is  the  costs.  Here,  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  an 
order  to  amend  as  against  all  the  defendants,  and  the  only 
real  question  is,  whether  he  shall  pay  30s,  or  full  costs* 
The  defendants  themselves  are  of  that  opinion,  for  their 
motion  is  in  the  alternative — either  that  the  order  to  amend 
may  be  discharged,  or  that  the  plaintiff  may  pay  them  the 
taxed  costs  of  their  demurrers. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — How  could  the  plaintiff 
have  proceeded  upon  his  bill  if  the  demurrer  for  want  of 
equity  had  been  allowed  ?    It  is  clear  that  he  could  not 
have  amended  a  non-existing  bill.     The  question  therefore 
is,  whether  by  submitting  to  the  demurrer  he  should  be 
allowed  an  advantage  which  he  otherwise  could  not  have 
obtained ;  and  it  seems  to  me,  that  according  to  the  strict 
practice  of  the  Court,  he  should  not.     If  the  matter  had 
been  originally  brought  to  my  notice,  I  should  certainly  not 
have  allowed  the  amendments  as  a  matter  of  course;  at 
the  same  time,  under  the  circumstances,  I  am  desirous 
that  the  expense  of  a  new  bill  should  be  saved.     There- 
fore, upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer  for  want 
of  parties  and  of  this  application,  let  the  order  stand  for 
^unending  the  bill  for  want  of  parties,  and  let  tiie  demurrer 
for  want  of  equity  be  set  down  for  argument. 

Order  accordingly. 


} 


372  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1836.  On  this  day  the  demurrer  of  the  defendants  Robert  an 

tr^*     T      Ruth  Field  and  Eliza  Clarkson,  came  on  for  argument.  . 
Dec.  8th.  ** 

By  fine  and  '^'*®  ^^^^  stated  that  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release^ 

•eitiemcnt  made  dated  in  August  1815,  and  a  fine  duly  levied  in  porsuanc 

after  marriage,  «  .  .       ,  #.  mir 

certain  lands,  thereof.  Certain  estates  situate  in  the  county  of  Westmore- 
wife  was  aeised  land>  %vere  conveyed  by  Thomas  Clarkson  and  Ruth  hii 
in  fee  before       ^jf^  ^^  j^]^^  Clarkson  and  Henry  Sill  and  their  heirs,  tc 

the  marriage,  •' 

were  conveyed    the  use  of  the  Said  Ruth  Clarkson  for  her  natural  life,  tc 
use  for  life,  witii  and  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  or 
thlTuw  of  sucli    *'^®  "^®  of  such  person  or  persons  as  the  said  Ruth  Clark   — 
person  or  per-    gQp   jjy  ^'ritinsr  Under  her  hand,  should  at  any  time,  not  — 

sons  as  she,  >     J  6  J  » 

notwithstanding  withstanding  her  then  present  or  any  future  coverture  , 

should  appoint;  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  direction  or  ap  — 

r*'d  Sufr"?"'  pointment  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  of  th  ^ 

appointment,  in  said  premises  unto  the  proper  hands  of  the   said  Rut^n 

for  life,  with  Clarkson, during  her  Ufe,  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  wholl  ^ 

to'her'wro  independent  of  the  said  Thomas  Clarkson ;  and  firom  an 

daughters  in  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Ruth  Clarkson,  leavinir  tlm 

fee.    The  wife  .  ,  ^,  ^,      .  .   .  i  r    i  . 

afterwards  said  Thomas  Clarkson  her  surviving,  to  the  use  of  the  sai 

husband  in  the    Thomas  Clarkson  and  his  assigns  during  his  life  ;  and  fro 
deposit  of  the      g^j  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  saici 

title  deeds  of 

the  premises,  Thomas  Clarkson  and  Ruth  his  wife,  to  the  use  of  Rutli 
equitable  mort-  Clarkson  (afterwards  Ruth  the  wife  of  Robert  Field)  and 
S?ngTheVe-  ^''^^  Clarkson,  the  daughters  of  the  said  Thomas  Clark- 
payment  of  son  and  Ruth  his  wife,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  as  tenants 

the  husband's       ,  #•        i 

dthtMi^Heid,  m  common  ;  and  after  the  decease  of  either  of  them  the 

of  settlement  ^^^^  Ruth  Clarkson  and  Eliza  Clarkson,  the  daughters,  to 

no^VwerT/*  the  use  of  the  survivor  of  them,  her  heirs  and  assigns; 

appointing  in  and  in  case  of  the  decease  of  the  said  Ruth  Clarkson  and 

the' mortgagee  Eliza  Clarkson,  thc  daughters,  under  the  age  of  twenty- 

upon"the  nute  ^"^  }ears,  and  without  issue  then  living,  to  the  use  of  thc 

asagjunstthe  right  heirs  of  the  said  Ruth  Clarkson  the  mother. 

two  daughters.        ° 

The  bill  then  stated  that  on  the  14th  February,  1831. 
Thomas  Clarkson  and  his  wife  borrowed  of  the  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  240/.,  and  that  for  securing  the  repayment 
thereof  with  interest,  Thomas  Clarkson  executed  a  bond 
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to  the  plaintiff^  and  Ruth  Clarkson  deposited  with  him  the         1836. 
indentures  next  mentioned ;  and  that  she  signed  and  gave    lewtbwaitb 

to  him  the  following  memorandum  in  writing,  viz. : — **  Be  ^' 

Clarkson. 

it  remembered,  that  on  the  14th  day  of  February,  1831> 
the  several  deeds  and  writings  enumerated  and  specified 
in  the  schedule  hereunder  written  were  delivered  by 
Thomas  Clarkson  of  &c.,  yeoman,  and  Ruth  his  wife,  to 
Thomas  Lewthwaite  of  &c.,  innkeeper,  in  pledge  to 
secure  to  the  said  Thomas  Lewthwaite,  his  executors^  ad- 
ministratorsy  and  assigns,  the  repayment  of  the  sum  of 
S40/.  this  day  lent  and  advanced  by  the  said  Thomas 
Lewthwaite  to  the  said  Thomas  Clarkson  and  Ruth  his 
wife,  and  interest  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  41.  lOs. 
per  cent,  per  annum.  As  witness  the  hands  of  the  parties, 
the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

•*  Schedule. 
•'  12th  and  liJth  February,  1787 — Indentures  of  lease  and 
release,  the  release  made  between  Christopher  Wilson  of 
the  first  part,  James  Wilson  of  the  second  part,  and 
James  Jenkinson  of  the  third  part.** 

The  bill  then  stated,  that  by  the  last-mentioned  inden- 
tures the  premises  were  conveyed  to  the  use  of  James 
Jenkinson  in  fee  simple,  and  that  James  Jenkinson  died, 
having  devised  the  premises  to  his  daughter,  the  said  Ruth 
Clarkson,  then  Ruth  Jenkinson,  in  fee  simple. 

The  bill  then  alleged  that  Thomas  Clarkson  had,  at  dif- 
ferent times,  with  the  consent  of  his  wife,  borrowed  seve- 
ral other  sums  of  the  plaintiff,  namely,  100/.  on  his  bond, 
60/.  on  his  promissory  note,  and  another  60/.,  which  had 
been  procured  by  the  plaintiff  from  one  Willan,  for  which 
the  plaintiff  and  Clarkson  had  given  Willan  their  joint 
promissory  note ;  that  it  was  expressly  agreed  that  the 
deposit  of  deeds  already  mentioned  should  remain  as  a 
security  for  these  debts,  as  well  as  the  original  debt;  that 
the  sum  of  34/.  6s.  only  had  ever  been  paid  in  reduction 
of  the  whole  debt;  that  Thomas  Clarkson  had  died  intes- 


Clarkboit. 
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1836.        tote  and  insolvent^  and  that  no  person  had  taken  out  Iet< 
,  ters  of  administration  of  his  effects* 

Lbwthwaite 

«.  The  bill  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  me- 

morandum operated  as  an  appointment  of  the  heredita- 
ments to  the  plaintiff*,  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage,  fi 
securing  the  sum  of  240/.,  with  interest',  &c.,  and  that 
plaintiff*  was  entitled  to  tock  the  after-borrowed  sums 
the  original  sum ;  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  prin 
cipal  and  interest  due  to  the  plaintiff*,  and  that  paymem 
might  be  made,  or  the  defendants  stond  absolutely  foi 
closed  ;  but  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  th 
the  defendant  Ruth  Clarkson  had  only  power  to  appoin 
the  premises  during  her  life,  then  that,  in  default  of  pay 
ment,  she  might  be  decreed  to  make  to  the  plaintiff  mn  a 
solute  appointment  or  demise  of  the  premises  for  her  lifi 
&c. 

To  this  bill  the  defendants,  Robert  and  Ruth  Field 
and  Eliza  Clarkson,  demurred  ;  first,  for  want  of  equit 
and,  secondly,  because  neither  the  legal  personal  rep 
sentatives  of  Thomas  Clarkson  nor  those  of  Willan  we 
parties  to  the  bill.     The  second  ground  of  demurrer, 
has  been  already  seen,  was  not  contested. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Rogers^  for  the  demurrerj  were 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Mr.  MonrOf  for  the  bill. — The  limitations  in  this  deed 
are  to  the  wife  for  her  life,  or  to  the  use  of  such  person  or 
persons  as  she  shall  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, there  is  another  limitation  to  the  wife  for  her  life. 
This  shews  that  it  was  intended  she  should  have  an  abso- 
lute power  of  appointment  in  fee.  If  the  power  is  to  be 
considered  as  extending  to  her  life  only,  it  is  altogether  a 
useless  limitation.  The  deed  must  be  token  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor,  and  effect  must  be  giyen  to  all  the 
clauses.     There  are  no  words  limiting  the  operation  of 
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the  power  to  such  uses  as  she  shall  appoint  during  her         1836. 
life ;  therefore,  as   the  subsequent  uses  are  only  to  take   lbwthwaite 
cfl^ct  in  default  of  appointment,  they  cease  upon  her  exer-  «• 

Clarkson. 

rising  the  power  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  deed  contains  no  limi- 
tation in  favour  of  such  persons  as  the  wife  shall  appoint 
in  fee*  It  only  means  that  she  may  designate  certain  per- 
sons, to  whom  she  may  appoint  during  her  life,  and  that 
construction  is  aided  by  the  words  both  before  and  after 
the  power  of  appointment.  The  two  daughters  cannot  be 
a0ected  by  any  appointment  she  makes.  It  is  a  very 
plain  case. 

Demurrer  allowed :  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 

Monro  then  suggested  that  the  defendants  should  make 
some  application  to  dismiss  the  bill. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — No:  the  demurrer,  for 
"want  of  equity,  being  allowed,  the  bill  stands  dismissed. 

See  Field  ?.  Sowlt^  4  Russ.  112. 


Moore  v.  Prior.  Dec  7th. 

IT  ILLIAM  PHELPS,  deceased,  by  his  will  bequeathed  Where  a  decree 
various  legacies  and  devised  various  real  estates,  and  by  a  nounced^in'i^e 
codicil  he  bequeathed  an  annuity  of  80/.  to  Sarah  Pro-  ^e**"'foMh^' 
phett  for  her  life,  which  was  afterwards,  in  November  general  ad- 
1835,  assigned  for  valuable  consideration  to  the  plaintiff,  of  a  testator*! 
William  Phelps  having,  after  the  date  of  his  will,  con-  fiiJd*in*hiI* 
tracted  for  the  purchase  of  certain  real  estates,  and  having  ^"'^  ^^  ■"  . 

*  ,  ,  ,       ,         ^^    annuitant  under 

died  without  completing  that  purchase,  a  suit  was  instituted  the  will  against 

the  executors 
was  diamiMedi  although  the  decree  in  Chancery  wai  not  drawn  up. 
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1836.         in  the  Court  of  Chancery  {a)  by  his  heir-atJaw,  to  whom 
those  estates  had  descended ^  for  the  purpose  of  charging 
the  testator's  personal  estate  with  the  purchase-money  for 
the  descended  estates  remaining  unpaid.     This  suit  was 
followed  by  several  others  in  the  same  Court  relatiTC  to 
the  affairs  of  the  testator.     Amongst  them  was  a  suit  in- 
stituted in  May,  1835,  by  Anthony  Sproule,  the  personal 
representative  of  one  of  the  legatees,  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  the  other  unsatisfied  legatees,  against  the  real  and  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  testator,  praying  the  payment 
of  the  legacies,  and  particularly  a  legacy  of  1,000/.  due  to 
the   plaintiff;  and  in  case  the  testator's  personal  estate 
should  be  exiiausted  by  payment  of  the  purchase-money 
for  the  descended  estates,  then  that  the  legacies  might  be 
raised  and  paid  out  of  the  descended  estates  (i).    The 
last-mentioned  suit,  which  was  the  suit  of  "  Sproule  r. 
Prior,"  together  with  the  other  suits,  came  on  for  bearing 
before  the  Vice-Chancellor  on  the  2nd  November,  18S6, 
when  it  was  decreed,  in  all  the  suits,  that  it  should  be  re- 
ferred to  the  Master  to  take  the  usual  accounts  of  the 
testator^s  personal  estate,  and  also  of  the  testator's  debts, 
funeral,  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  of  the  legacieSf 
and  the  annuity  given  and  bequeathed  by  his  will  sod 
codicil. 

At  the  time  this  decree  was  pronounced  the  present  suit 
was  pending  in  this  Court.  The  bill  had  been  filed  in 
January,  1 S36,  against  the  same  persons  as  were  defend- 
ants in  '*  Sproule  v.  Prior,'*  praying  payment  of  the  an- 
nuity, and  for  that  purpose  seeking  the  same  relief  against 
the  personal  and  descended  real  estates  of  the  testator  at 
had  been  sought  in  the  case  of  *^  Sproule  v.  Prior."  The 
same  solicitor  acted  for  the  plaintiflTin  each  cause. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  all  the  defendanti 
(except  one  who  had  ceased  to  have  an  interest),  that  sii 

(a)  See  Phelps  v.  Sproule,  1  M.  (b)  See  PoOexfen  ?.  Moon,  3 

«r  K.  231.  Atk.  272. 
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further  proceedings  in  this  suit  might  be  stayed.  In  sup-  18d(>. 
port  of  the  motion  an  affidavit  was  read,  stating  that  im- 
mediately after  the  decree  in  Chancery  was  pronounced, 
notice  of  that  fact,  an. I  of  the  purport  of  the  decree,  was 
served  on  the  sohcitor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit ;  that 
the  decree  was  tlien  in  the  course  of  being  drawn  up,  and 
would  be  perfected  and  prosecuted  with  all  due  diligence ; 
that  by  virtue  thereof  the  testator's  estate  and  effects 
would  be  administered  among  the  creditors  and  legatees ; 
that  the  plaintiff*  would  be  atHberty  to  make  out  his  claim 
before  the  Master  to  whom  the  causes  in  Chancery  stood 
referred  ;  that  consequently  the  present  suit  was  unne- 
oessaryt  and  if  proceeded  in  would  be  stayed,  together 
with  all  further  allowance  of  costs.  The  affidavit  then 
stated  that,  notwithstanding  this  notice,  the  plaintiff*  had 
proceeded  with  the  present  suit. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Beihell  for  the  motion. — Hay- 

ward  T.  Constable  (a),  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the 

Court  will  stay  these  proceedings.     The  nature  of  the 

proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  to  bring  to  it 

the  whole  administration  of  the  personal  estate  in  which 

this  plaintiff*  is  interested.  It  has  therefore  possessed  itself 

of  that     A  question  was  raised  in  the  cause  of  "  Sproule 

v»  Prior,**  as  to  the  right  of  the  annuitants  to  have  their 

claims  satisfied  in  priority  to  the  claim  of  the  heir  at  law ; 

and  that  was  decided  in  their  favour.     The  decree  in 

Chancery  is  a  perfect  decree,  declaring  the  whole  of  the 

equities  of  the  annuitants  and  the  legatees  of  Phelps. 

Nothing  can  be  said  in  answer  to  this  fact,  except  that 

the  decree  has  not  been  actually  drawn  up;  but  it  is  in 

the  progress  of  being  drawn  up,  and  is  only  delayed  by 

the  conduct  of  this  plaintiff*.     It  is  remarkable  that  the 

attorney  who  acts  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  was  the 

(a)  Ante,  p.  43. 
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1836.         attorney  in  the  cause  of  ''Sproule  r.  Prior,'*  and  that 
"  both  bills  are  signed  by  the  same  counsel,  and  are,  mutatis 

9.  mutandisy  the  same.     There  being,  therefore,  an  identity 

of  purpose  in  these  suits,  it  would  be  a  useless  waste  of 
the  testator's  assets  to  permit  the  suit  in  this  Court  to 
continue.  Even  if  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  decree  here, 
he  must  go  into  Chancery  to  participate  in  the  fund. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Kenyan  Parker^  contrh. — No  d 
cree  has  been  yet  drawn  up  in  Chancery.     It  would  be 
novelty  for  the  Court  to  say  to  a  suitor,  You  shall  go  n 
farther  in  your  proceedings  here,  because  it  is  ave 
that  there  will  be  a  decree  in  another  Court,  under  whic 
you  may  have  relief.     The  Court  only  acts  on  the  inspec 
tion  of  the  decree  itself,  from  which  alone  it  judges  whe 


ther  there  is   any  need  of  further  proceedings   in  thii 
Court.     In  Hayward  v.  Constable  it  was  manifest  tha' 
the  two  suits  were  for  the  same  purpose.     Here,  that  i.^ 
by  no  means  evident.     It  is,  in  fact,  not  known  what  th^E 
decree  will  be;  and  the  Court  cannot  act  upon  a  mer^e 
affidavit  as  to  the  general  result  of  the  decree.     In  JaeS^^ 
son  V.  Leaf  (a),  Lord  Eldon  said  that  he  did  not  remeo^- 
ber  any  instance  where  one  Court  had  enjoined  a  par^3r 
from  proceeding  in  another  Court  of  equity,  though  he 
stated  that  in  the  same  Court  an  injunction  would  lie  where 
there  were  different  suits  for  the  same  purpose.     Noir^ 
even  admitting  that  the  present  suit  is  instituted  for  tbe 
same  purpose  as  the  suit  in  Chancery,  that  circumstance 
alone  ought  not  to  induce  this  Court  to  stay  these  pro- 
ceedings.    <*  Sproule  r.  Prior"  is  the  first  case  in  which 
Pollexfen  v.  Moore  (6),  was  overruled.    Upon  the  hearing 
of  this  case,  your  Lordship  may  be  of  a  different  opinioo 
upon  the  point  of  law. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  in  reply. 

(a)  J.  &  W.  232.  (6)  3  Atk.  272. 
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The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  appears  to  me  that  no         1836. 
urpose  will  be  gained  by  this  suit^  and  that  there  is  no 
eason  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  obtain  the  relief  which 
e  seeks  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  where  the  account  will 
e  taken  of  all  the  legacies  and  personal  estate  of  the 
%^8tator.     Let  the  proceedings    be  stayed   till   the  fur- 
ther order  of  the  Court,  but  let  the  question  of  costs  be 
Yesenred* 

Order  accordingly. 


SbLBY  r.  GiLLUM.  Dec.  13/^ 

^  -iSth. 

aXEPHEN  FRYER  GILLUM,  by  his  will,  after  de-  Portion,  held 

rising  certain  estates  in  Essex,  in  aid  of  his  personalty,  for  before'the  time 
the  payment  of  his  debts,  gave  and  devised  his  estates  in  **„?*^*°^ 
Northumberland  to  trustees,  of  whom  the  plaintiff  was  the  ticularcon- 

.     .  «    ,  .  -  .         itruction  of  the 

representative  ot  the  survivor,  upon  trust  for  securing  will  by  which 
certain  annuities;  and  subject  thereto,  (and  also  charged  *** whereat^ 
and  chargeable  with  the  sum  of  6,000/.  as  a  provision  for  ^^^',  "»<*• . 

special  pro?ldon 

his  eldest  daughter  Anne  Gillum,  to  be  raised  and  paid  as  for  the  main- 
thereinafter  mentioned,  and  with  the  further  sum  of  16,000/,  youoger^chii ' 
by  way  of  provision  for  his  younger  children,  Elizabeth,  *^*Vf^7" 
Margaret,  Marianne,  Henry  George,  Isabella  Selby,  and  portions,  and 
Charlotte  Sarah,  to  be  raised  and  paid  in  such  proportions,  appointed  for 
at  such  times,  and  with  such  interest  for  the  same,  or  with  Ince'cfThTsoni 
such  monies  in  lieu  of  interest  for  the  same,  in  the  mean-  to  be  "in  ilea 

'  of  interest:" — 

time,  as  thereinafter  mentioned),  to  the  use  of  his  son,  Held,  that  the 
Stephen  Fryer,  in  case  he  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  not  entu'ierto^ 
twenty-one  years,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  ^"^»^  on  their 
The  testator  then  proceeded  as  follows : — **  And  as  for  and  though  there 
concerning  the  said  sum  of  6,000/.  hereinbefore  mentioned  clause  in  the 
and  intended  by  me  as  a  provision  for  my  said   eldest  J^lHtces  should 
daughter,  and  which  I  do  hereby  charge  upon  my  said  '*f°^  possessed 
estates  hereinbefore  devised  to  the  use  of  my  son  Stephen  funds,  and  the 

interest,  divi- 
dendi,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  for  the  benefit  of  the  daughters,  upon  their  attaining  SI. 

▼OL.  II.  C  C  EQ.  £X. 
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1836.  Fryer  as  aforesaid,  my  will  is,  and  I  do  hereby  direct 
that  the  same  shall  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  a 
competent  part  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises 
charged  therewith,  within  the  space  of  two  years  next 
aft?r  my  said  son  Stephen  Fryer  shall  have  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years ;  or  in  case  he  shall  die  under 
that  age,  then  within  two  years  after  his  decease ;  and  the 
same,  immediately  after  it  shall  be  raised,  shall  be  paid  to 
my  said  daughter  Anne ;  and  in  the  meantime,  until  the 
same  shall  be  raised  and  paid,  the  annual  sum  of  300/.,  as 
and  by  way  of  interest  for  the  said  sum  of  6,000/.,  shall 
be  paid  to  my  said  daughter  by  equal  half-yearly  payments 
on  the  12th  day  of  May  and  the  11th  day  of  November 
in  every  year,  from  and  after  my  decease,  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  until 
the  said  principal  sum  shall  be  raised  and  paid,  &c.  And 
as  for  and  concerning  the  said  sum  of  16,000/*  herein- 
before mentioned  and  intended  by  me  as  a  provision  for 
my  younger  son  and  younger  daughters,  and  which  I  do 
hereby  also  charge  upon  my  said  estates  devised  to  the 
use  of  my  son  Stephen  Fryer  Gillum,  my  will  is,  and  I  do 
hereby  direct,  that  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  16,000/.,  shall  be  raised  by  mortgage  or  sale  of  a 
sufficient  part  of  my  estates  and  hereditaments  charged 
therewith,  and  paid  to  my  son  Henry  George,  immediately 
upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  that 
in  ttie  meantime,  and  in  lieu  of  interest  for  the  same,  the 
following  sums  of  money  shall  be  paid  to  my  said  trustees, 
to  be  applied  in  and  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
my  said  son  Henry  George,  that  is  to  say,  the  annual  sum 
of  100/.  when  he  shall  be  under  ten  years  of  age,  the 
annual  sum  of  150/.  while  he  shall  be  above  ten  and  under 
fifteen  years  of  age,  and  the  annual  sum  of  2001.  while  he 
shall  be  above  fifteen  and  under  twenty-one  years  of  age. 
Provided  always,  that  in  case  my  said  son  Henry  George 
shall  depart  this  hfe  before  he  shall  attain  the  said  age  of 
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twenty*one  years,  then  and  in  that  case  the  said  sum  of        I6d6. 
^»000/.  intended  for  him,  and  being  part  of  the  said  sum 
of  16,000/.|  shall  not  be  raised  or  paid,  but  the  heredita- 
ments charged  therewith  shall  thenceforth  be  freed  and 
exonerated  from  the  said  sum  of  5,000/.    And  I  will  and 
direct  that  the  said  sum  of  11,000/.,  residue  of  the  said 
sum  of  16,000/.,  shall  be  raised  in  like  manner  as  aforesaid 
within  the  space  of  two  years  next  after  my  said  son 
Stephen  Fryer  shall  have  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  in  case  he  shall  die  under  that  age,  then  within 
two  years  after  his  decease ;  and  when  and  so  soon  as  the 
same  shall  be  raised  and  paid,  the  sum  of  2,200A,  being 
one  equal  fifth  part  or  share,  shall  be  paid   to  my  said 
daughter  Elizabeth,  to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit,  in 
cate  she  shall  then  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years ;  and  if  not,  then  upon  her  attaining  the  said  age ; 
and  in  the  meantime  the  same  shall  be  invested  by  my  ex- 
ecutors and  trustees  for  her  benefit  in  the  manner  herein- 
after mentioned.    And  as  for  and  concerning  the  remain- 
ing four  fifth  parts  of  the  said  siun  of  11,000/.,  the  same 
shall  be  laid  out  and  invested  by  my  said  executors  and 
trustees,  in  their  names,  &c.  in  some  of  the  public  stocks 
or  fimds  of  this  kingdom ;  and  they  my  said  executors  and 
trustees,  &c.  shall  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested 
io  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  so  to  be  purchased,  and 
of  and  in  the  dividends,  interest,  and   annual  produce 
thereof,  upon  the  trusts  following ;  that  is  to  say,  in  trust 
for  my  said  daughters  Margaret,  Marianne,  Isabella  Selby, 
and  Charlotte  Sarah,  and  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them,  share  and  share  alike,  the  same  shares  to  be  interests 
rested  in  them  my  said  daughters  respectively  at  their  re- 
spective ages  of  twenty-one  years.     Provided  always,  that 
if  any  one  of  my  said  daughters,  Elizabeth,  Margaret, 
Marianne,   Isabella   Selby,    and  Charlotte    Sarah    shall 
depart  this  life  under  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
then   the    part  or  share   of  such    daughter    so  dying 

cc2 
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1836.  under  the  said  age  of  twenty-one  years  shall  be  upon 
trust  for  the  survivor  of  them  my  said  daughtersi 
and  shall  be  equally  divided  between  them,  share  and 
share  alike;  but  in  case  any  two  of  them  my  said 
daughters  Elizabeth,  Margaret,  Marianne,  Isabella  Selby, 
and  Charlotte  Sarah  shall  depart  this  life  under  the 
said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  sum  of  6,600/., 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  11,000/.,  shall  be  paid  to  the  sur- 
vivors of  them  my  said  daughters,  and  the  sum  of  4,4f00JL,i 
residue  thereof,  shall  be  paid  to  and  divided  between  m 
said  daughter  Ann,  and  my  son  Henry  George,  on  th 
severally  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  in  equ 
shares  and  proportions."  [The  will  then  contained  provi< 
sions  in  the  event  of  the  deaths  of  others  of  the  children.' 


''  Provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  my  said  ex- 
ecutors and  trustees,  &c.,  from  time  to  time  during  th< 
minority  of  my  said  son  Stephen  Fryer  to  apply  for  th< 
maintenance  and  education  of  him  my  said  son  such 
or  sums  of  money  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  b< 

reditaments  and  premises  so  devised  to  him  as  aforesaid  a t 

they  shall  think  proper,  not  exceeding  the  following  aumsc^^f 
money;  (that  is  to  say),  the  annual  sum  of  100/.  while  h.  ^ 
shall  be  under  ten  years  of  age,  the  annual  sum  oflSOL  whiK^ 
he  shall  be  above  ten  and  under  fifteen  years  of  age,  an  ^ 
the  annual  sum  of  2501.  while  he  shall  be  above  fifteen  and 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  and  that  during  the  re- 
spective minorities  of  my  said  daughters  (except  my  eldest 
daughter,  Ann,  whose  maintenance  is  hereinbefore  pro- 
vided for),  to  apply  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  they 
my  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall  think 
proper,  not  exceeding  the  annual  sum  of  100/.  for  each 
such  child  whilst  under  ten  years  of  age,  the  annual  sum 
of  125L  for  each  such  child  whilst  above  ten  and  under 
fifteen  years  of  age,  and  the  annual  sum  of  150/L  for  each 
such  child    whilst  above  fifteen   and   under  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  from  and  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  hereditaments  and  premises  charged  with  the  provi- 
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sions  made  for  them  my  said  daughters  by  this  my  will,  1836. 
10,  for,  and  towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
such  daughters  respectively  as  aforesaid.*'  The  testator 
then,  after  giving  his  trustees  power  to  lease,  and  other 
powers  relative  to  his  real  estates,  and  after  bequeathing 
several  legacies  and  annuities,  bequeathed  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  to  his  trustees,  their  executors,  &c., 
upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  in  the  public  funds,  and  to 
stand  possessed  of  the  dividends  thereof  in  aid  of  his  real 
estate,  in  satisfaction  of  the  several  charges  thereon ;  and 
subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  all  his  children  by  name,  (ex- 
cept his  eldest  son),  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them, 
•bare  and  share  alike,  and  to  be  paid  to  them  at  their  re- 
spective ages  of  twenty-one  years,  with  benefit  of  survi- 
vorship in  case  of  the  death  of  any  under  twenty-one. 

The  testator,  by  a  codicil  to  his  will,  after  reciting  that 
he  had  charged  his  Northumberland  estate  with  the  sum 
of  16,000/.,  for  the  benefit  of  his  younger  children,  and 
that  he  had  then  three  more  children  since  the  making  of 
his  will,  viz.,  Georgiana,  Catherine,  and  Prideaux  Wil- 
liam, charged  the  same  estates  with  the  additional  sum  of 
6,000/.  for  the  benefit  of  the  younger  children.  He  then 
directed  that  his  son  Henry  George  should,  out  of  the 
SSjOOO/.  so  constituted,  receive  the  sum  of  4,000/.  only,  to 
be  paid  to  him  at  twenty-one,  instead  of  the  5,000/.  pro- 
vided by  the  will ;  but  that  the  annual  provision  for  his 
maintenance  should  remain  the  same  as  before.  The  tes- 
tator then  directed  a  sum  of  4,000/.  to  be  raised  in  like 
manner  for  his  son  Prideaux  William,  to  be  paid  him  at 
twenty-one ;  that  until  that  time,  in  lieu  of  interest,  the 
same  sums  should  be  applied  for  his  maintenance  as  had 
been  provided  for  that  of  Henry  George ;  and  that,  in  the 
event  of  his  dying  under  twenty-one,[his  share  should  not  be 
nised.  The  testator  then  proceeded  as  follows: — '*  And 
whereas  by  my  said  will  I  have  given  to  each  of  my  said 
daughters  Elizabeth,  Margaret,  Marianne,  Isabella  Selby, 
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1836.        and  Charlotte  Sarah,  the  sum  of  2,S00l. ;  now  mj  will  is, 
that  each  of  my  said  daughters  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
the  sum  of  2,000A  only,  in  lieu  of  the  said  2,200/.,  such 
respective  sums  of  2,000/.  to  be  raised  in  the  same  manneri 
and  to  vest  in  and  be  payable  to  my  said  daughters  re- 
spectively at  the  time  and  in  such  manner  as  in  my  said 
will  is  directed  concerning  the  said  sum  oO^StOOL  thereby — 
given  to  them  respectively  as  aforesaid ;  and  I  do  will  andk. 
direct  that  the  like  sum  of  2,000/.,   part  of  the  sanies 
charged  upon  my  estates  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  held  by  m]^ 
said  trustees,  in   trust  for  each  of  my  said  daughters^ 
Georgiana  and  Catherine,  to  be  an  interest  vested  in  them^ 
my  said  daughters  respectively,  at  their  respective  ages  of 
twenty-one  years :  Provided  always,  that  in  case  one  otm^ 
said  daughters,  Elizabeth,  Margaret,  Marianne,  IsabeUfliL 
Selby,  Charlotte  Sarah,  Georgiana,  or  Catherine  shall  de- 
part this  life  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  th^ 
part  or  share  of  such  daughter  dying  under  the  aaid  a^^ 
shall  be  in  trust  for  the  survivors  of  them  my  said  daugk&« 
ters,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them ;  but  in  case  armj 
two  of  them,  my  said  daughters,  shall  depart  this  life 
der  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then,  instead  of  the 
rections  contained  in  my  said  will  with  regard  to  the  hmp- 
pening  of  such  an  event,  1  do  will  and  direct  that  the  stun 
of  12,000/.,  part  of  the  sum  of  14,000<:  hereby  intended 
for  their  benefit,  shall  be  paid  to  the  survivors  of  them  mj 
said  daughters,  and  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  residue  thereof, 
shall  be  paid  to  and  divided  between  my  daughter  AnnSf 
and  my  sons  Henry  George  and  Prideauz  William,  oo 
their  severally  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  in 
equal  shares  and  proportions.*'    The  testator  then  msdt 
provision  for  the  event  of  other  children  dying  unto 
twenty-one. 

The  testator  died  in  October,  1826,  leaving  the  sevenl 
children  named  in  the  will  and  codicil  surviving  bisk 
Three  of  these,  however,  died  under  the  age  of  twen^- 
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one,  namely,  Henry  George,  Georgiana,  and  Catherine.         1^36. 
or  the  others,  Anne  attained  her  majority  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  and  married  the  defendant  Steele ;  and 
Stephen  Fryer  attained  his  majority  in  October,  1833,  and 
Elisabeth  and  Margaret  in  the  years  1832  and  1834. 

The  questions  in  the  cause  were — 

1.  Whether,  inasmuch  as  two  years  had  elapsed  since 
Stephen  Fryer  Gillum  had  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  all  the  younger  children,  or  such  only  as  had  at- 
tained twenty-one,  were  entitled  to  have  their  portions 
raised  and  invested  for  their  benefit ;  and  whether  such  as 
were  so  entitled  had  a  right  to  interest  on  their  portions, 
as  well  as  specific  sums  for  their  maintenance  during  their 
mmority  t 

S.  Whether  the  share  of  Henry  George  Gillum  in  the 
sum  of  2flOOLf  which  was  provided  by  the  codicil  for 
Anne,  Henry  George,  and  Prideaux  William,  in  the  event 
of  two  of  the  younger  daughters  dying  under  twenty-one, 
merged  in  the  estate  upon  the  death  of  Henry  George 
under  twenty-one  ? 

3.  Whether,  if  it  did  not  merge,  it  survived  to  Anne 
and  Prideaux  William,  or  descended  to  the  personal  re- 
presentative of  Henry  George  t 

Mr.  Jmmn  RusteU^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Beihettf  for  the  personal  representative  to  Henry 
George  Gillum. — By  the  terms  of  the  will,  Henry  George 
Gillum,  dying  under  twenty-one,  was  not  entitled  to  the 
sum  of  5,000^  thereby  provided  for  him,  because  in  the  will 
it  an  express  provision  against  his  taking  a  vested  interest 
during  his  minority.  But  the  4,000/.  provided  for  him 
by  the  codicil  was  a  vested  interest  in  him  before  twenty- 
one,  and  as  such  is  transmissible  to  his  personal  represen- 
tative. If  the  testator  had  intended  otherwise,  he  would 
have  repeated  in  the  codicil  the  direction,  which  he  had 
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1836.  before  giyen  in  the  will,  that  the  share  of  Henry  George 
should  merge  upon  his  death  under  twenty-one.  But  that 
the  testator  has  omitted  to  do,  although  in  the  same  codi- 
cil he  does  give  such  a  direction  in  regard  to  the  share  of 
Prideaux  William.  That  being  the  apparent  intention  of 
the  testator  in  regard  to  the  4,000/.,  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  he  likewise  intended  Henry  George  to  take 
a  vested  interest  in  the  one-third  of  the  2,000/.  bequeathed 
to  him  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  two  of  his  younger 
sisters.  That  one-third  he  took  as  tenant  in  common,  and 
consequently  it  has  descended  to  his  representative. 

Mr.  Hayter^  for  the  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs*  Steele, 
contended  that  the  share  of  Henry  George  in  the  2,000/i 
survived  to  Mrs.  Steele  and  Prideaux  William,  and  that 
the  testator  had  throughout  his  will  avoided  the  use  of 
words  creating  a  tenancy  in  common ;  he  had,  on  the  con- 
trary, taken  pains  to  make  express  provision  for  the  case 
of  every  individual  daughter  dying. 

Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  younger  daughters  of  the  tes- 
tator.— The  general  principle  is  admitted,  that  where  por* 
tions  are  charged  by  will  on  real  estate,  the  time  of  raising 
is  the  time  of  payment  But  here  the  testator  appoints  a 
time  of  raising  these  portions  independently  of  the  time 
of  their  payment,  namely,  within  two  years  after  his  son, 
Stephen  Fryer  Gillum,  should  attain  twenty-one  years  of 
age.  The  portions,  therefore,  are  raisable  at  that  period, 
whether  the  daugliters  are  of  age  or  not;  the  time  of 
raising  them  being  fixed  by  the  instrument  by  which  they 
are  created  :  Codrington  v.  Lord  Foley  {a).  The  money 
must  be  raised  and  invested  immediately,  and  paid  to  the 
daughters  at  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one.  They 
are  Ukewise  entitled  to  certain  specific  sums  for  mainte- 

(a)  6  Ves.  364,  379. 
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n&t^oc  out  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate,  and  to  interest  1836. 
^  their  portions.  There  is  an  express  direction  in  the 
^l  that  the  trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  funds  to 
^  purchased  for  the  younger  daughters,  and  of  the  divi- 
^^ndsi  interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  in  trust  for 
^cir  benefit.    He  then  referred  to  Courtney  v.  Ferrers  (a). 

Mr.  Russell,  in  reply. 

Alderson,  B. — On  examining  the  will  and  codicil  care-  Dee.\5th. 
fully,  which  are  very  incorrectly  worded,  the  case  does 
Dot  appear  to  present  much  difficulty.  It  seems  clear  that 
the  testator  intended  to  give  specific  legacies  of  money  to 
his  children,  as  charges  on  his  real  estate,  on  their  attain- 
ing twenty-one,  and  to  give  to  all,  except  his  daughter 
Anne,  maintenance  till  that  period. 

In  the  legacies  to  the  sons,  he  speaks  of  this  mainte- 
nance being  in  '*  lieu  of  interest.**  There  the  interest 
vould  have  exceeded  the  sum  for  maintenance,  and  that 
clearly  shews  his  intention  that  only  maintenance  should 
be  there  given,  negativing  interest. 

In  the  case  of  the  daughters,  whose  specific  portions 
Were  smaller,  he  gives  maintenance  expressly,  but  says 
nothuig  about  interest ;  probably  because  the  amount  was 
leas  than  the  maintenance. 

These  circumstances  would  lead  me  to  conclude,  as  to 
his  intention,  that  he  did  not  mean  to  give  interest.  The 
only  passage  in  the  will  to  the  contrary,  is  that  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Richards,  in  which  the  testator  directs  the 
trustees,  after  raising  the  remaining  4-5ths  of  the  1 1,000/., 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  interest  and  dividends,  in  trust 
to  divide  it  equally  amongst  the  four  daughters.  But  all 
the  rest  of  the  will  and  the  codicil  is  wholly  inconsistent 
inrith  this  clause  if  taken  literally.    Throughout,  he  speaks 

{a)  1  Sim.  137. 
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18d6.         of  the  legacies  to  his  daughters  as  specific  sums  of  mone; 

payable  at  twenty-one.     On  the  whole,  I  do  not  doubt^^^^ 
that  only  maintenance  is  due. 

Secondly,  I  think  it  quite  clear  that,  taking  the  will  am 
codicil  together,  as  they  ought  to  be  taken,  the  testatoi 
has  clearly  expressed  his  intention,  that  in  case  Hem 
George  did  not  attain  twenty-one,  his  legacy  should 
All  the  legacies  are  postponed  as  to  the  time  of  paymeni 
in  consequence  of  the  minority  of  the  legatees,  and  a  se| 
rate  provision  during  minority  is  made  for  them.     Thk 
clearly  brings  the  case  within  the  general  rule  of  legacie 
charged  on  land,  and  not  within  any  of  the  exceptions. 

Thirdly,  I  think,  that  in  the  events  which  have  ha| 
pened,  namely,  the  deaths  of  two  of  the  daughters  nnd^^ 
twenty-one,    and   that  of  Henry  George  Gillam  befo^*^ 
those  deaths  both  happened,  Anne  and  Prideauz  only 
take  one-third.    I  think  the  intention  of  the  testator  w^ls 
to  give  the  2,000/.  to  them,  not  as  survivors  of  Heairj 
George  Gillum,  but  in  specific  thirds. 

And  as  to  the  one-third  which  would  have  gone  to 
Henry  George  Gillum  if  he  had  survived,  I  think  that  bis 
personal  representative  has  no  claim  to  it  If  transmissible 
at  all,  its  payment  depends  at  all  events  on  his  attainiiig 
twenty-one,  and  he  not  having  done  so,  it  sinks  into  tbe 
estate. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  I  must,  on  the  whole  will. 


Declare,  that  on  attaining  twenty-one,  in  the  eventi 
which  have  happened,  each  of  the  survifiog 
daughters  will  be  entitled  to  one-fifth  of  12JO0OL, 
and  that  Prideaux  William  Gillum  is  entitled  to 
4,000/.,  and  also  to  a  one-third  share  of  iJOOKU^t  in 
consequence  of  the  contingency  of  the  deaths  of 
his  two  sisters  and  brother  Henry  George  GKUum; 
that  Ann  is  entitled,  in  addition  to  her  6,000^,  to 
one- third  of  2,000/.  also,  under  the  same  contio- 


V 


i 
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gency;  that  the  legacy  to  Henry  George  Gillum        1836. 

haa  merged,  and  also  the  contingency  of  one-third 

of  2,000/.|  and  that  his  personal  representative  is 

not  entitled  to  anything;  that  the  1^000/.,  and 

the  share  of  Ann,  666/*  13«.  4fd.y  is  raisable  now, 

and  that  the  share  of  P.  S.  Gillum  will  be  raisable 

on  his  attaining    twenty-one ;    that  the  younger 

children  are  entitled  to  maintenance  till  twenty-one> 

at  the  rates  specified,  and  not  to  interest  on  their 

portions. 


Mills  v,  Campbell.  DecSih. 

J.  HE  bill,  which  was  filed  by  underwriters  against  an  as*  A  demurrer 
^ured,  who  had  brought  actions  against  the  plaintiffs  on  the  whhourmen- 
policies,  prayed  for  discovery,  and  a  commission  to  exa-  **<>»*"»  ^»- 

^  .  covery,  where 

mine  witnesses  abroad  in  aid  of  the  plaintiffs'  defence  to  the  bill  merely 
tbe  actions,  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  defendant  might  u'bad.      ^^^' 
be  restrained  from  proceeding  in  the  said  actions,  and  from  ^^Ji!!!,!?*' * 

so  '  commisnoQ  to 

commencing  any  other  action  against  the  plaintiffs.  examine  wit* 

Xhe  defendant  demurred  to  the  bill,  alleging,  as  cause  in  aid  ofa  del 
of  demurrer,  ''  that  it  appears  by  the  said  complainants*  /^don  at'uw, 
own  shewing  in  their  said  bill,  that  they  are  not  entitled  |^^^  •  ^^^  ^' 
to  demand  any  such  relief  thereby  against  this  defendant 
as  is  prayed  by  their  said  bill :  wherefore,  and  for  divers 
other  good  causes  of  demurrer  appearing  in  the  said  bill, 
this  defendant  doth  demur  thereto,  and  humbly  asks  tbe 
judgment  of  this  Honorable  Court  whether/*  &c 


m 


Mr.  Spence^  for  the  defendant,  having  stated  the  nature 
of  tbe  bill  and  demurrer, 

Mr.  G.  RichardSf  {or  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  the  de- 
murrer being  to  relief  only,  and  not  to  discovery  and  relief, 
could  not  be  supported.  Had  the  bill  prayed  relief,  the 
demurrer  to  the  relief  would  have  included  the  discovery ; 
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1836.  of  the  legacies  to  his  daughters  as  specific  sums  of  money 
payable  at  twenty-one.  On  the  whole,  I  do  not  doubt 
that  only  maintenance  is  due. 

Secondly,  I  think  it  quite  clear  that,  taking  the  will  and 
codicil  together,  as  they  ought  to  be  taken,  the  testator 
has  clearly  expressed  his  intention,  that  in  case  Henry 
George  did  not  attain  twenty-one,  his  legacy  should  merge. 
All  the  legacies  are  postponed  as  to  the  time  of  payment, 
in  consequence  of  the  minority  of  the  legatees^  and  a  sepa- 
rate provision  during  minority  is  made  for  them.  This 
clearly  brings  the  case  within  the  general  rule  of  legacies 
charged  on  land,  and  not  within  any  of  the  exceptions. 

Thirdly,  I  think,  that  in  the  events  which  have  hap- 
pened^  namely,  the  deaths  of  two  of  the  daughters  under 
twenty-one,  and  that  of  Henry  George  Gillum  before 
those  deaths  both  happened,  Anne  and  Prideauz  only 
take  one*third.  I  think  the  intention  of  the  testator  was 
to  give  the  2,000/.  to  them,  not  as  survivors  of  Henry 
George  Gillum,  but  in  specific  thirds. 

And  as  to  the  one-third  which  would  have  gone  to 
Henry  George  Gillum  if  he  had  survived,  I  think  that  his 
personal  representative  has  no  claim  to  it  If  transmissible 
at  all,  its  payment  depends  at  all  events  on  his  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  he  not  having  done  so,  it  sinks  into  the 
estate. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  I  must,  on  the  whole  will. 

Declare,  that  on  attaining  twenty*one,  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  each  of  the  surviving 
daughters  will  be  entitled  to  one-fifth  of  1S,000A, 
and  that  Prideaux  William  Gillum  is  entitled  to 
4,000/.,  and  also  to  a  one-third  share  of  ZflOOLj  in 
consequence  of  the  contingency  of  the  deaths  of 
his  two  sisters  and  brother  Henry  Gteorge  Gillum ; 
that  Ann  is  entitled,  in  addition  to  her  GjOOOL,  to 
one- third  of  2,000/.  also,  under  the  same  contin- 
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gency;  that  the  legacy  to  Henry  George  Gillum        1836. 

baa  merged,  and  also  the  contingency  of  one-third 

of  2,000/.|  and  that  his  personal  representative  is 

not   entitled  to  anything;  that  the  l^OOO/.,  and 

the  share  of  Ann,  6661.  ISs.  4fd.,  is  rabable  now, 

and  that  the  share  of  P.  S.  Gillum  will  be  raisable 

on  bis  attaining    twenty-one ;    that  the  younger 

children  are  entitled  to  maintenance  till  twenty-one» 

at  the  rates  specified,  and  not  to  interest  on  their 

portions. 


Mills  v.  Campbell.  DecSik. 

X  HE  bill,  which  was  filed  by  underwriters  against  an  as-  a  demurrer  in 
aured,  who  had  brought  actions  against  the  plaintiffs  on  the  withourmen- 
policies,  prayed  for  discovery,  and  a  commission  to  exa-  ^on*"»  ^ 
mine  witnesses  abroad  in  aid  of  the  plaintiffs'  defence  to  the  bill  merely 
the  actions,  and  that  in  the  mean  time  the  defendant  might  u  bad. 
be  restrained  from  proceeding  in  the  said  actions,  and  from  commitiion  to 
commencing  any  other  action  against  the  plaintiffs.  examine  wit- 

nestes  abroad^ 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  bill,  alleging,  as  cause  in  aid  ofa  de- 
of  demurrer,  '' that  it  appears  by  the  said  complainants*  action  at'iaw, 
own  shewing  in  their  said  bill,  that  they  are  not  entitled  |^°^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^ 
to  demand  any  such  relief  thereby  against  this  defendant 
as  18  prayed  by  their  said  bill :  wherefore,  and  for  divers 
other  good  causes  of  demurrer  appearing  in  the  said  bill, 
this  defendant  doth  demur  thereto,  and  humbly  asks  the 
judgment  of  this  Honorable  Court  whether,'*  &c. 

Mr.  Spence,  for  the  defendant,  having  stated  the  nature 
of  the  bill  and  demurrer, 

Mr.  G.  IlichardSf  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  the  de- 
murrer being  to  relief  only,  and  not  to  discovery  and  relief, 
could  not  be  supported.  Had  the  bill  prayed  relief,  the 
demurrer  to  the  relief  would  have  included  the  discovery ; 
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1836.  but  the  bill  not  praying  relief,  the  defendants  ought  to 
have  demurred  specifically  to  the  discovery.  The  defen- 
dant could  not  be  allowed  to  demur  ore  tenus  to  the  dis- 
covery, for  then  his  objection  would  be  inconsistent  with 
his  demurrer,  as  it  appeared  on  the  files  of  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  being  extremely  unwilling 
to  entertain  this  objection, 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  amicus  curiic,  said,  that  Lord  Lpnd' 
hurst  had  laid  it  down,  that  you  cannot,  on  a  bill  for  mere 
discovery,  demur  to  the  relief,  and  ore  tenus  demur  to  the 
discovery ;  you  must  confine  yourself  to  what  is  covered 
by  the  demurrer  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Purvis,  for  the  defendant. — hi 
Crow  V.  Tyrrell  {a)  it  was  held  that  asking  for  the  produc- 
tion of  papers  and  documents  is  asking  for  relief,  but  no 
such  decision  has  ever  been  made  in  regard  to  a  commission 
to  examine  witnesses  abroad.  It  is  submitted,  therefore, 
that  this  is  a  bill  for  relief.  But  even  if  it  be  not,  we  sub- 
mit that  a  demurrer  to  the  relief  extends  to  every  thing 
contained  in  the  bill,  whether  it  be  for  relief,  or  simply 
for  discovery,  fVallis  v.  Duke  of  Portland  (b).  Lord  KeiH 
sington  v.  Mansell  (c),  Wigram  on  Discovery^  p.  150. 
Even  admitting  that  the  first  part  of  the  demurrer  is  bad, 
it  will  be  saved  by  the  words,  '^for  divers  other  good 
causes,**  &c. 

Mr.  Richards  in  reply  observed,  that  in  the  cases  cited 
on  the  other  side  the  form  of  the*  demurrer  did  not  ap- 
pear. He  also  contended  that  praying  for  a  commission 
to  examine  witnesses  in  aid  of  a  defence  at  law,  could 

C«)  2  Mad.  408.  (6)  3  Ves.  494.  (c)  13  Vcs.  24a 
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^^t  turn  the  bill  into  a  bill  for  relief:  Chimelli  v.  Chau-        1836. 
^t  {a). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  said,  that  he  was  sorry  to 
decide  against  the  defendant  on  a  question  of  form,  but 
^lat  there  would  be  no  distinction  between  one  demurrer 
^^nd  another,  if  he  did  not  say  that  this  was  a  demurrer  to 
^tt*elief  which  was  not  sought  by  the  bill.  He  should,  how- 
ever, give  the  defendant  liberty  to  amend  his  demurrer, 
mipon  payment  of  costs,  and  undertaking  not  to  proceed  in 
Che  actions  till  the  demurrer  should  have  been  argued. 

Order  accordingly. 


Dm.  19M. 
The  amended  demurrer  now  came  on  for  argument. —  Where  a  bUi 
The  bill  purported  to  be  brought  by  certain  persons  there-  Jj^'f"?*^'^ 
in  named,  described  as  of  Lloyd's  Cofiee-house,  in  the  sured  alleged 
city  of  London,  merchants  and  underwriters,  and  also  by  been  employed 
the  corporation  of  the  London  Assurance.  It  stated  that  on  Jl^'^Jich* 
the  7th  of  August,  1835,  George  Robinson  &  Co.,  as  well  were  the  subject 

^  ,  of  the  policy: — 

in  their  own  names  as  in  the  names  of  all  other  persons  Held,  that  a 
to  whom  the  same  might  appertain,  effected  two  policies  the  discovery 
of  insurance^  one  whereof  was  underwritten  by  the  Lloyd's  ^?k  ^*^  "u 'th  °^^' 
underwriters,  and  the  other  by  the  London  Assurance,  bill  stated  that 
upon  the  ship  Clio,  bound  from  Liverpool  to   Para  in  had  been  paid 
the  Brazils,  and  upon  certain  arms,  accoutrements,  mu-  JhefSivatue 
sical  instruments,  and  other  goods  on  board  the  said  ship.  <>/ the  goods; 

°  ^     the  object  of 

That  the  said  ship  sailed  from  Liverpool  on  the  said  7th  the  bill  being 
August,  having,  as  it  was  alleged,  the  said  goods  on  board,  whether  he 
and  proceeded  on  her  voyage  until  the  30th  September,  7"nt°'*"*'* 
when,  as  was  alleged,  she  anchored  off  a  place  called  Se-     ^  ^^^i  brought 

^  ^  by  the  Lloyd's 

underwriters 
and  the  Corporation  of  the  London  Assurance  in  respect  of  policies  underwritten  by  each  of  those 
parties  respectively,  is  not  multifarious;  although  the  Lloyd's  policies  are  not  under  seal,  and  those 
of  the  London  Assurance  are  under  seal. 

Since  the  Beg*  Gen,  Hil.  Term,  4  Will.  4,  a  defendantin  an  action  of  atsumpnt  brought  on  a 
policy  of  insurance,  must  plead  the  plaintiflTs  want  of  interest  specially. 

(a)  lYouDge,d04. 
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1936.  linas^  in  South  America,  which  was  in  her  course  to  Para* 
That  by  certain  papers  which  had  been  produced  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of  his  claim  on 
the  policies,  it  was  alleged,  that,  on  the  3rd  of  October, 
1835,  the  ship  was  attacked  and  destroyed  by  pirates^  and 
the  goods  so  insured  were  stolen  and  taken  away,  and  be* 
came  wholly  lost  to  the  defendant.  That  the  plaintiffs  had 
lately,  and  since  the  said  pretended  loss,  discovered  that 
the  goods  mentioned  in  the  policies  were  ordered  by  the 
defendant,  in  order  that  he  might  supply  the  Brazilian 
government  therewith,  and  tliat  the  BraziUan  government 
had  employed  the  defendant  to  ship  the  said  goods  on 
board  the  said  ship,  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought 
from  Liverpool  to  Para,  and  that  the  said  shipment  was 
made  by  the  defendant  in  consequence  of  a  contract  that 
had  been  made  with  the  Brazilian  government,  that  he 
would  procure  the  said  goods,  to  be  shipped  and  con- 
veyed to  Para,  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  government. 
That  amongst  the  papers  produced  by  the  defendant  there 
was  a  copy  of  a  letter,  dated  Para,  27th  September,  1834^ 
written  and  sent  by  the  defendant  to  Messrs.  Bates  &  Bar- 
rows, of  Birmingham,  ordering  the  goods  comprised  in 
the  policies.  [The  bill  then  set  forth  the  letter,  in  which 
the  defendant  stated  that  he  had  contracted  with  the  Bra- 
zilian government  to  furnish  them  with  the  accoutrements, 
and  requested  his  correspondents  to  execute  the  order.] 
The  bill  then  stated  and  charged  as  follows :  '*  That  since 
the  loss  of  the  said  ship,  your  orators  have  ascertained, 
as  the  fact  and  truth  is,  that  the  said  Brazilian  govern- 
ment have  paid  the  said  defendant  hereto  for  the  said 
goods,  and  for  each  and  every  of  them,  and  for  all  the 
costs  which  he  has  been  put  to  in  relation  thereto,  and 
that  in  fact  there  is  now  nothing  due  and  owing  to  the 
said  defendant  in  respect  of  the  said  goods,  the  said 
government  having  satisfied  the  said  defendant  every 
thing  in  respect  thereof.     And  your  orators  further  shew, 
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^Iiat  the  defendant  has  nevertheless  commenced  actions,        1836. 
And  the  said  defendant  sometimes  pretends,   that 
said  Brazilian  .'government  have  not  paid  him  for  the 
jiid  goods,  whereas  your  orators  charge  the  contrary  to 
e  true,  and  that  previously  to  the  shipment  of  the  said 
oods,  the  said  Brazilian  government  entered  into  a  con- 
ract  in  writing  with  the  said  defendant,  relating  to  the 
aid  goods;  and  so  it  would  appear,  if  the  said  defend- 
ant would  set  forth  a  full,  true,  and  particular  account 
f  each  and  every  contract  which  he  has  entered  into  with 
Che  said  Brazilian  government,  relating  to  the  said  goods 
^nd  every  part  thereof,  and  when  and  where  such  con- 
Cxact  was  entered  into,  and  the  particulars  thereof.     And 
your  orators  charge,  that  the  said  defendant,  at  the  time 
Chat  the  said  contract  was  entered  into  with  the  said  Bra- 
»lijiD  government,  received  a  very  considerable  sum  of 
xnoney  in  respect  of  the  said  goods,  and  has  from  time  to 
time,  since  the  said  contract,  received  large  sums  of  mo- 
Tiey  in  respect  of  the  said  goods,  and  so  it  would  appear 
if  the  said  defendant  would  set  forth  a  full,  true,  and  par- 
ticular account  of  all  and  singular  the  sums   of  money 
received  by  the  said  defendant  from  the  said  Brazilian 
government,  in  respect  of  the  said  goods ;  and  the  defen- 
dant sometimes  pretends  that  the  said  goods  form  an  item 
in  account  between  himself  and  the  said  Brazilian  govern- 
^nent,  whereas  your  orators  charge  the  contrary  to  be 
Crue,  and  that  in  such  account  the  said  Brazilian  govern* 
nent  have  given  credit  to  the  said  defendant  for  the  said 
jpods,  and  so  it  would  appear  if  the  said  defendant  would 
set  forth,  as  he  ought  to  do,  a  full,  true,  and  particular 
account  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  between  himself 
and  the  said  government,  of  and  relating  to  the  matters 
aforesaid;  and  whether  there  is  not  a  large  sum  of  money 
now  due  and  owing  by  him  to  the  said  government  upon  a 
balance  of  account.'* 
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1836  Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Purvis^  for  the  demurrer. — The  al- 

^  legations  in  the  bill  as  to  the  defendant  having  been  paid 

0*  by  the  Brazilian  government,  are  perfectly  inconsistent 

with  each  other.  First,  the  bill  states  that  the  defendant 
has  been  paid  in  monies  numbered,  and  then  that  the 
Brazilian  government  has  given  the  defendant  credit  for 
the  goods  in  account.  Such  a  mode  of  pleading  is  inad- 
missible. Besides,  it  is  not  stated  in  the  bill  when  the 
defendant  was  paid,  and  he  may  have  been  paid  subse- 
quent to  the  actions.  Let  it  be  conceded,  however,  that 
he  has  been  paid  to  the  full  extent  stated  in  the  bill.  For 
what  purpose  is  the  discovery  sought?  If  the  Brazilian 
government  have  paid  him  upon  a  consideration  that  has 
altogether  failed,  they  may  recover  the  money  in  an  action 
against  the  defendant.  That,  however,  is  not  a  matter  in 
which  the  plaintiffs  are  interested,  and  could  afford  them 
no  defence  to  the  actions  brought  by  the  defendant  against 
them.  The  discovery  therefore  which  they  seek  in  aid  of 
what,  if  proved,  would  be  no  defence  at  law,  cannot  be 
granted,  and  upon  that  ground  the  demurrer  ought  to  be 
allowed  :  Mendizabel  v.  Machado  (a),  Robertson  v.  Lub* 
bock  (6). 

The  other  objection  to  the  bill  is  on  the  ground  of  mul- 
tifariousness. The  bill  is  brought,  in  respect  of  two  dis- 
tinct policies,  by  two  distinct  parties,  one  of  whom,  being  a 
corporation,  have  affixed  their  seal  to  the  policy  in  which 
they  are  concerned.  It  follows  that  the  actions  which 
have  been  brought  against  the>e  parties  are  distinct  in 
their  nature,  and  must  be  met  by  different  pleas.  How, 
then,  can  one  injunction  be  granted  to  restrain  the  de- 
fendant in  both  actions  ?  If  this  mode  of  pleading  be 
allowed,  the  commission  and  injunction  must  go  in  the 
name  of  all  the  plaintiffs^  although  some  of  them  may  not 
have  an  interest,  or  not  a  joint  interest  with  the  others,  in 

(a)  1  Sim.  68.  {b)  4  Sim.  161. 
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the  discovery,  which  is  contrary  to  the  known  rule  upon        1836. 
the  subject:   itftZ/IPi  187,  4thed.  "1^^ 


Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  G.  Richards,  for  the  bill. — If  it 
ppeared  clear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  that  the  defend- 

r,  as  seller,  had  agreed  to  furnish  these  goods  to  the 
Sraxilian  government,  and  had  been  paid  for  them,  no 
doubt  he  would  be  liable  to  refund  the  money  to  the 
luyers,  and  in  that  case  the  present  plaintiffs  might  fail  in 
their  defence  at  law.  But  that  is  not  the  case  made  by 
the  bill.  The  bill  states  that  the  defendant  has  been  paid, 
1)ut  inquires  under  what  circumstances.  Now  if  the  plain- 
tjflfs  are  entitled  to  an  answer  to  any  part  of  the  bill,  the 
demurrer  going  to  the  whole  discovery  must  be  overruled. 
It  is  stated  that  Campbell  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
Srazilian  government,  and  one  part  of  the  bill  calls  on  him 
to  set  forth  the  terms  of  the  contract  In  the  action 
^which  he  has  brought  he  has  averred  the  interest  to  be  in 
limself,  but  the  contract,  if  discovered,  would  shew  what 
veal  interest  he  had ;  and  it  is  to  defend  the  actions  in  this 
particular  that  we  call  upon  him  for  discovery.  If  it  ap- 
pear that  he  had  no  interest,  and  was  fully  satisfied,  it  is 
dear  that  he  must  be  restrained  in  these  actions  :  Godsall 
'v.  Boldero  (a).  If  he  has  been  satisfied  his  demand,  it  is 
Slew  for  a  party  to  bring  an  action,  and  then  demur  to  the 
diacovery  in  aid  of  the  defence.  The  discovery  sought  is 
not  in  aid  of  an  action,  but  in  aid  of  a  defence  to  an  action  ; 
«nd  therefore,  if  this  demurrer  be  not  overruled,  a  judge 
in  equity  will  have  to  decide  whether  certain  facts  do  or  do 
not  constitute  a  good  defence  at  law ;  which  is  contrary 
to  the  functions  of  such  a  judge :  Bishop  of  London  v. 
JPytehe  (&)•  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  upon  this  : 
the  real  question  is,  whether,  considering  that  a  policy 
of  assurance  is  merely  a  contract  of  indemnity,  this  defen- 

(a)  9  Eait,  T2.  (6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  96. 
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danti  who  udmits  by  his  demurrer  that  he  has  been  fally 
paid  and  satisfied,  shall  be  allowed  to  continue  these  mo- 
tions. Some  of  the  charges  of  the  bill  may  not  be  so 
strong  as  tythera ;  but  it  is  enough  to  say  that  tbeve  is  a 
•charge,  that  be  has  been  paid  for  the  goods  and  for  uH 
oiifits  incurred,  and  that  there  is  nothing  d«ie  and  owing 
to  him  in  respect  of  the  goods. 

The  other  ohjection  to  the  bill  is  untenable.  Itisei^ry 
day*s  practice  for  underwriters  to  join  in  one  uuit  vn  re« 
apeetofdifierent  policies  :  Kennrnglomy^  WhUe{d)^  Ifving 
▼•  Viawna  (i),  Sanson  v.  Solarle  {c).  CMr«  Purrn*, — la 
tbone  oases  the  policies  were  underwritten  by  all  the  plain- 
tiffs]. In  Shmchell  v.  Mocmnlay  (tf),  Sir  John  Leaek  aaid 
4)iat  xmderwriting  causes  were  siot  to  be  reasoned  wrpon  as 
aft>rding  general  Tules  in  matters  of  pleading-;  and  it  is 
dear  tbat  it  would  be  highly  inconvenieivt  to  requivn  a 
separate  bill  for  every  policy.  [The  Lord  Chiqf  Jiaram*'^ 
If  I  Temember  right,  the  frame  of  the  WU  in  SkacidI  ?. 
Mmcamlmf  was  something  Hke  the  present,  bwt  thero  Ae 
eommssions  were  to  be  directed  to  two  difievenH  pla«ea,is 
that  the  evidence  taken  wnder  them  migbt  coMS  ^mk 
«t  different  times.]  That  circumstance  made  the  objne- 
tien  for  multifariousness  much  stronger  in  thai  ease  iban 
in  the  present.  But  at  all  events  the  defendant  is  too 
late  in  this  objection.  After  permis«ion  to  amend  bn  cdnU 
not  put  in  a  <lemurrer  for  moltifarionsness,  «nd  thertfcw 
he  cannot  be  permitted  to  make  the  sane  abjentioa  «fw 
IsnifS. 

Mr.  SpeneCy  in  reply. 

The  Lord  Chief  Bahon.-^As  to  the  objeetion  fior 
mtdcifarionsness,  it  appears  to  me  that  thcfre  is  no  distine- 


(a)  3  Price,  164.  (c)  Aate,  p.  127- 

(b)  U^iA.  M0.  {d)  2  Sioi.  Jkika.  8?. 
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tiofi  in  principle  between  this  eese  and  those  vhicb  have  1936. 
bees  dted,  ^here  the  underwriters  haying  been  sued 
vpon  dftSerent  policies,  the  Court  has  not  put  them  to  file 
different  bills  to  restrain  the  actions.  The  cirjcumslanee 
that  one  of  the  fiolicies  in  this  case  is  under  seal,  and  the 
.other  not  ufider  seal,  can  make  no  difference.  Formerly 
4he  only  difference  would  have  been,  that  in  the  actions  on 
^the  policies  the  corporation  oF  the  London  Asauranee 
might  have  pleaded  specially  that  the  plaintiff^  had  no  io- 
tertst,  while  the  others  would  have  given  that  (ACt  in  evi- 
dence under  the  general  issue.  But  the  late  act  (a)  ren- 
ders it  neeessary  for  underwriters,  even  in  assumpsit^  to 
'plead  specially  in  matters  of  this  nature.  Therefore,  in 
fiict,  file  4wo  actions  would  be  met  by  the  same  sort  of 
plea.  Upon  these  grounds  it  appears  to  me  that  the  first 
objeefien  fails. 

Upon  the  other  point,  I  own  that  I  at  first  entertained 
eome  doubts;  Imt  I  think  I  shall  come  to  a  just  conclusion 
if  upon  that  dso  I  overrule  this  demurrer.  If  Mr.  Spencers 
node  of  construing  this  bill  were  correct  throughout, 
the  observation  would  apply,  that  credit  having  been 
given  to  the  defendant  upon  a  consideration  which  had 
fiuled,  the  money  must  be  refunded ;  and  in  that  view 
of  the  case  it  would  appear  upon  the  bill,  that  he  had 
no  interest  in  the  policy.  But  I  am  not  called  upon  to 
coilfine  myself  to  that  view  of  the  case.  When  a  party 
demurs,  his  demurrer  ought  to  embrace  all  that  was  rea- 
sonably intended  by  the  bill.  Undoubtedly  the  bill  might 
have  been  better  firamed.  The  intention  was  to  see  whe- 
ther Campbell  was  not  a  mere  agent  of  the  Brazilian  Go- 
vernment. One  part  of  the  biH  states  that  he  has  been 
paid,  and  as  to  that  there  are  sufficient  allegations ;  for 
wbat  does  it  signify  whether  the  other  part  of  the  biH  is 
not  so  strong?    Then,  in  what  character  was  he  paid? 

<a)  3  &  4  WUl.  4,  c.  42;  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  4  Will.  4. 
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1836.  The  bill  suggests,  as  an  agent.  It  says  that  he  was  em- 
ployed **  to  procure  the  goods,"  not  to  sell  them.  If  he  was 
employed  to  procure  them,  he  is  like  any  other  agent; 
and  if  paid,  he  can  have  no  right  to  maintain  the  action.  If. 
on  the  other  hand,  he  was  the  seller,  he  is  hound  by  his 
contract  with  the  Brazilian  Government  in  case  he  does 
not  deliver  the  goods ;  and  in  that  case,  I  admit  that  if  be 
was  paid  he  must  refund.  The  question  then  turns  upon 
whether  he  was  seller  or  agent,  and  as  to  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  discovery.  The  demurrer,  therefore, 
must  be  overruled. 

2g37  Demurrer  overruled* 

Nov.  17th. 
Upon  the  The  defendant  then  put  in  his  answer,  in  which  he  set 

^edefendmDt't  ^^^^^  Verbatim  an  agreement  between  himself  and  the  Bra- 

mntwer,  in  mn  ziUan  government,  dated  the  24th  of  September,  18S4,  by 

the  Court  re-  which  it  was  Stipulated  that  the  defendant,  who  was  re- 

the  pUintifi  siding  at  Para,  should  send  for  the  arms  and  accontre- 

Wirb'^dfn^  ments  to  England;   that  they  were  to  be  provided  accord- 

charget  relative  ing  to  Certain  patterns,  and  to  be  shipped  on  account  of 

which  might,  the  Contractor,  and  conveyed  as  far  as  Para,  and  then  de* 

diii«n<»rhave  W^®'®^  ^^  ^^^  agents  of  the  Brazilian  government;  and 

been  originally  that  half  the  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid  to  the  defen-  '— 

put  in  issue  by  . 

the  piaintUL       dant  before  the  delivery,  and  the  remainder  upon  delivery.  <-» 

The  defendant  then  stated,  that  in  pursuance  of  this  ^^i* 
agreement  he  ordered  the  goods  in  question,  and  on  the  ^^^ 
80th  of  February,  1S35,  received  from  the  Brazilian  go-  -  ^' 
vernment  one-half  of  the  amount ;  but  that  he  gave  seca-  — '^~ 
rity  to  that  government  for  the  due  performance  of  the  ^9* -^ 
contract,  and  held  himself  liable  to  them  in  case  it 
not  performed.  He  admitted  the  capture  and  loss.  He' 
insisted  that  the  arms  having  been  shipped  on  his  own 
count,  and  himself  being  liable  to  the  Brazilian 
ment  for  the  moiety  of  the  purchase  money  which  he  hadK^^ 
been  paid  antecedently  to  the  loss,  he  ought  not  to  be  re-**'  ^^^ 
strained  in  the  actions.  He  admitted,  however,  that  he  hadK^  ^ 
not  repaid  the  moiety  of  the  purchase  money,  but  that  tbe^^  ^ 
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Srasiliati  goyernmenty  having  taken  the  circumstances  into         1837. 
consideration,  had  given  him  time  to  fulfil  his  engagement,        ^^ 
cand  that  he  had  in  consequence  written  to  Messrs.  Bates  v. 

»»  4»  4»      1  1       «.  Campbell. 

Barrows  for  a  further  supply  of  arms. 
A  motion  was  now  made,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs, 
"or  liberty  to  amend  their  bill,  without  prejudice  to  the  in- 
4inction,  by  adding  certain  charges  and  inquiries  as  to 
hether  any  contract  had  been  entered  into  by  the  defen- 
dant and  the  Brazilian  government  for  giving  time  for  the 
fulfilment  of  his  engagement ;  what  were  the  particulars 
of  the  correspondence  with  Bates  &  Barrows  for  the 
further  supply  of  arms ;  and  lastly,  whether  any  of  the 
aBa.rms  which  had  been  supplied,  and  were  alleged  to  be  lost, 
ft^ad  not  got  into  the  hands  of  the  Brazilian  government. 

Mr.  SimpkiMon  and  Mr.  6.  Richards^  for  the  motion. — 
TXbis  is  the  first  time  that  the  plaintiffs  have  had  any  in- 
formation of  the  defendant's  having  had  time  given  to  fulfil 
llis  contract,  and  of  his  having  ordered  a  further  sup- 
ply of  arms.  It  becomes,  therefore,  essential  to  know  the 
t^articulars  of  the  new  agreement  and  new  order.  The 
contract  that  was  entered   into  was  in  writing,   and 

given  by  the  defendant  verbatim.  The  probability 
5  8,  that  the  second  was  in  writing  also.  It  may  contain 
^■ecitals  materially  affecting  the  plaintiffs ;  shewing,  for  in- 
stance, either  great  laches  on  the  part  of  the  Brazilian 
^roTemment,  or  that  they  had  got  possession  of  the  arms 
%)efore  the  pirates  seized  the  ship ;  or  it  may  shew,  what 
seems  probable  from  some  expressions  in  the  answer,  that 
^^he  ship  had  arrived  at  the  limits  within  which  the  goods 
*^vere  to  be  delivered;  in  which  case  the  defendant's 
I  lability  to  the  Brazilian  government  would  cease.  Janson 
'^i*  Solarie  (a)  is  an  authority  for  this  application. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  132. 
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1^7.  Mr.  Speiuie  and  Mr.  Purvis,  conir^-^In  Jamon  t.  Sd^ 

latte,  (hd  motion  was  supported  by  aflSd^tili  Ai  to  tfUitter* 
which  were  in  immediate  connection  with  the  subjeet  df 
the  bill.  Here,  the  pbiintiffs  hitre  filed  no  flffido^ts,  but 
rely  entirely  upofi  their  own  suggestions  derived  fttMn  the 
answer.  At  aH  events^  they  ought  to  shew  tbal  the  de- 
fendant  has  disclosed  matters  which  are  material  to  their 
case,  and  which  they  could  not  have  known  before*  The 
goods  insured,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  bffl  Wfts 
bfought,  were  those  mentioned  in  the  contnlct  whidi  is  set  ^  ^ 
forth  in  the  answer.  Prior  to  their  deliveryi  thote  goods  ^  Ii 
were  lost,  and  the  defendant  having  come  upon  the  un- 
derwriters for  the  insurance  money,  they  filed  the  present 
bill  to  ascertain  what  interest  he  had  in  them.  Now» 
whatever  that  interest  was,  it  can  have  no  reference  to  any 
subsequent  contract  made  in  relation  to  other  goods ;  bnt, 
eren  looking  at  the  defendant's  actual  interest  in  thegoodi  ^k  Mi 
that  were  lost,  is  it  probable  that  the  information  ionght  ^  mi 
would  be  material  to  the  plaintiffs?  He  Undertook  to  fitrlush 
goods  to  the  Brazilian  government.  They  were  lost, 
the  defendant  having  been  paid  for  them  became 
to  refund.  The  government,  howeveri  inMead  of  aiIBfig^^.g 
on  him  or  his  sureties  to  repay,  agreed  that  he  shooliK^d 
furnish  other  goods  to  supply  the  loss.  How  ean  any 
thing  arise  out  of  this  that  would  be  Material  Co  the  pUdi 
tiffs?  But  we  submit  that  they  should  at  least  have 
affidavits  as  tO  materiality. 

Mn  SitnpkiMOHy  in  r^ply. 

The  Loan  Chibf  Baron.— The  only  doubt  whieh  WL    I 
have  entertained  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not  there 
a  sufficient  disclosure  of  the  circumstancesi  before  in; 
bill  was  filed,  to  lead  the  plaintiffs  to  suggest  by  theii 
bill  whether  any  and  what  arrangement  had  been  mad< 
at  any  time  between  the  defendant  and  the  Brasilian 
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Terimcnt  in  respect  to  this  loss.    I  admit  that^  in  genera!^        1837. 
if  you  direct  your  inquiries  to  a  particuhr  contract  made        ^ 
at  one  particular  timci  and  the  defendant  discloses  some     _     v. 
other  coDtfaet  made  at  another  time,  which  is  connected 
^th  the  matters  inquired  after,  but  does  not  amount  to  a 
iall  disclosure  of  those  matters,  this  would  be  ground 
for  allowing  you  to  amend  your  bill.     But  where  the  di»< 
closures  already  made  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  are  suffi- 
cient to  put  the  plaintiff  on  inquiry,  as  the  disclosures  here 
iRrere  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiffs  on  their  inquiry  as  to 
the  probabOity  of  loss,  and  the  nature  of  the  contracts  en- 
tered into^^I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  why  the  original  bill 
should  not  have  been  directed  to  those  subjects.     I  think 
there  is  much  in  what  was  said  for  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the 
first  contract  being  set  out  in  the  answer,  and  the  other 
not :  but  still  I  think  the  plaintiffs  come  too  late  to  avail 
themselves  of  any  inquiries  which  might  arise  Ax)m  this 
circumstance.    The  underwriters  in  this  case  were  aware, 
when  they  filed  their  bill,  that  the  ship  had  been  lost,  that 
the  cargo  was  said  to  have  been  taken  by  pirates,  that  the 
party  who  had  ordered  the  cargo  had  been  in  some  way  paid, 
and  yet  that  he  was  seeking  to  recover  the  insurance  money 
in  an  action.    Upon  the  supposition  that  he  had  been  paid, 
they  make  certain  inquiries  on  that  head,  to  which  he  an» 
swers  that  he  has  been  paid  half  the  amount.     They  then 
find  their  case  incomplete  without  further  information  as  to 
how  and  under  what  conditions  the  whole  was  paid.     But 
why  could  they  not  have  asked  him  this  by  their  original 
bill?    They  might  have  put  to  him  the  questions — Have 
you  been  paid  the  whole;  or,  if  not,  how  much  have  you 
been  paid,  and  upon  what  terms  have  you  been  indemni- 
fied as  to  the  remainder?  Although  one  is  desirous  of  giving 
room   for  every  inquiry  in  these  cases,  yet,  if  a  party 
neglects  his  opportunities  of  inquiring  in  the  first  instance, 
he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  make  suggestions  afterwards 
which  he  should  have  made  at  first  I  should  have  thought 
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1837. 


Dec.  Ut. 

The  laches  of 
the  plaintiffk,  in 
a  biU  for  dii- 
corery  in  aid 
of  a  defence  at 
law,  li  not  a 
ground  for  de- 
priving them 
of  a  commiuion 
for  (he  exami- 
nation of  wit- 
netaet  abroad, 
though  it  it  a 
ground  for 
putting  them 
to  more  severe 
terms. 


that  in  this  bill  the  plaintifTs  would  have  pointed  their  in- 
quiries to  every  circumstance  under  which  the  arrange- 
ment could  have  been  made. 

The  ground,  therefore,  on  which  I  decide  this  motion 
(and  it  is  a  little  beside  the  arguments),  is  this — that  the 
plaintiffs  had  the  opportunities  oF  making  the  inquiries 
originally  which  they  now  seek  tou  late. 

Motion  refused. 

On  this  day  a  motion  was  made,  on  the  part  of  the  Cor- 
poration of  the  London  Assurance,  that  the  injunction 
might  be  revived,  and  a  commission  issue  for  the  exami- 
nation of  witnesses  beyond  the  seas.  The  motion  was 
supported  by  affidavit  that  there  were  certain  witnesses 
abroad  whose  evidence  was  material  and  necessary  for  the 
defence  at  law. 

The  motion  was  opposed  on  the  ground  of  the  laches  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  equity. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  clear  the  cause  cannot  be  tried 
without  these  witnesses.  The  laches  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a 
reason  for  putting  them  on  more  severe  terms,  but  not 
for  putting  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  jus- 
tice. 

Ordered,  that  the  sum  claimed  be  invested  in 
Exchequer  bills,  within  a  fortnight,  to  abide 
the  event  of  the  action,  and  that  interest  on 
the  sum  claimed,  at  41.  per  cent,  per  annumi 
be  paid  into  Court  within  the  same  time. 
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1&36. 

Jones  v.  Morgan.  1335^ 

Kv  articles  of  agreement  under  seal,   dated   the  4th  '  ^ 

mTanuary,  1796,  and  made  between  William  Jones  of  the      /an.  19M. 
'first  part,  Sarah  Morcran  of  the  second  part,  and  John  Mor-  ^'/v  *»y  •    , 

^       *  o         ^  r       *  settlement  made 

^an  of  the  third  part,  (being  the  settlement  executed  pre-  upon  hu  Sm 
^ously  to  the  marriage  between  William  Jones  and  Sarah  nantedhtha^^*' 
]Vf organ),  it  was  witnessed  that  in  consideration  of  the  in-  ofh?i intended 
tended  marriage,  and  of  the  sum  of  200/.  and  certain  furni-  '^^\  *»«  ''owW 

,  ,  ,  ,      provide  a  por- 

€ure,  the  marriage  portion  of  Sarah  Morgan,  the  said  Wil-  tionof  lOOiLto 
liam  Jones  did  covenant  with  the  said  John  Morgan,  his  chUdren^f  the 
executors  and  administrators,  that  in  case  the  intended  mar-  °»i^>%«  in 

equal  tharet, 

riage  should  take  effect,  and  William  Jones  should  happen  upon  their 
^o  survive  his  intended  wife,  and  there  should  foe  one  or  taining  21, 
more  child  or  children  of  the  marriage  living  at  the  death  ^^^^^^ 
of  the  said  Sarah  Morgan,  then  the  said  William  Jones,  ^o'  ^^^^^  ™»*n- 

,    ,  tenance.    The 

Ilia  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should  pay  or  cause  marriage  took 
to  be  paid  to  such  child,  or  among  such  children  (if  more  wife  died  in  ^ 
than  one)  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  the  sum  of  lOOi,  ^*  j^*}*°^**^ 
^when  and  as  such  child  or  children  should  respectively  >«▼«»  children. 

,«  i»  .ii*  lit  ^*  ^*  married 

attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years^  with  the  interest  thereof  again,  and,  by 

in  the  meanwhile  for  their  support  and  maintenance.  f„  omtempia- 

The  marriage  between  William  Jones  and  Sarah  Mor-  t^onofthat 

^  ^  ^  mamage,  be 

gan  was  solemnized  soon  after  the  execution  of  this  deed^  conveyed  land 
and  in  December,  1808,  Sarah  died,  leaving  her  husband  upon  tmit'aaer 
and  seven  children  surviving  her.     The  children  all  at-  in'hilfJIfeJi^'j  if 
tained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  h«  ihouid  con- 
In  the  year  1811  William  Jones  married  the  plaintiff,  aoo/.  intrust 
who  was  a  widow  with  several  children.     Shortly  previous  yJungVchil- 
to  that  marriage  both  parties  executed  certain  indentures  dren  of  Wi  first 

^  ^  marriage,  to  be 

of  lease  and  release,  dated  respectively  the  15th  and  16th  divided  between 
February,  181].     By  the  release,  reciting  the  intended  sbares.'siKh' 
marriage,   and  a   power    of  appointment    possessed   by  '^^*  5**  ^ 

at  21.    The 

children  at- 
taioed  their  ages  of  21,  and  received  their  portions  under  the  second  settlement: — Htld^  that  those 
portioM  were  in  satis&ction  of  the  provision  made  for  them  by  the  first  settlement. 
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1896.        William  Jones,  but  the  precise  nature  of  which  did  not 
appear  upon  the  pleadings  or  in  eTidencCi  and  further  re- 
citing that  William  Jones  had  determined  to  exercise  that 
power^  and  to  make  the  conveyance  thereinafter  contained 
for  the  advancement  of  his  children  by  Sarah  his  late  wife, 
it  was  witnessed  that  the  said  William  Jones  did,  in  con- 
sideration of  natural  love  and  affection  for  his  said  chil- 
dren^  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  power,  and  of  every  other 
power  &c.»  direct  and  appoint,  and  did  also  release  and 
convey  a  certain    messuage  called  Llwynyr  Inn,  in  the 
county  of  Carmarthen,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  D.  L» 
Harries  and  bis  heirs,  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Jones 
and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of 
James  Morgan,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  the  term  of  1000 
years,  with  remainder,  subject  to  the  term,  to  the  use  of 
.  William  Jones  the  younger,  eldest  son  of  the  said  William 
Jones,  his  heirs  and  assigns.     And  it  was  declared  that  the 
said  term  of  1000  years  was  limited  to  the  said  James 
Morgan,  upon  trust,  that  lie,  his  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns,  after  the  decease  of  the  said  William  Jones,  or 
in  his  lifetime  with  his  consent,  to  be  signified  in   the 
manner  therein  mentioned,  should,  by  demising,  assigning, 
or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  said  hereditaments,  &c.,  for 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  said  term,  or  by  and  out  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises,  levy  and  raise 
the  sum  of  600/.  of  lawful  money,  with  interest  for  the 
same,  at  or  not  exceeding  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  in 
trust  for  the  six  younger  children,  by  name,  of  the  said 
William  Jones,  by  the  said  Sarah,  his  first  wife,  to  be  di- 
vided between  them  in  equal  shares  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, the  shares  of  the  daughters  to  be  vested  at  their  age 
of  twenty-one,  or  marriage,  and  those  of  the  sons  to  be 
vested  at  their  age  of  twenty-one,  or  upon  their  dying 
under  that  age,  leaving  issue.     The  deed  then  contained 
the  usual  clauses  of  accruer,  maintenance,  advancement, 
(the  advancement  being  to  the  amount  of  one-half  of  eacb 
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» 

€$hUd'i  tfxpeftant  ihare),  and  b\bo  a  proviao  that  all  per-        I8dd. 
sons  daimii^  any  benefit  under  tbe  indentarci  shonldi 
vnder  Che  doctrine  of  electioni  be  bound  to  give  effect  to 
tbe  aaaae  indenture,  and  to  everj  limitation  and  provhrion 
^Cb^rein  contained. 

By  another  indenture  (not  mentioned  in  tbe  bill)  bear- 
ing date  tbe  I8tb  of  February,  1811 ,  and  which  was 
likewise  executed  shortly  previous  to  tbe  marriage  of 
"William  Jones  with  the  plaintiff,  the  sum  of  400/.,  part  of 
M  matm  of  dOOL,  which  was  owing  to  the  plainriff,  was 
settled  to  her  separate  use  for  life,  with  a  proviso  that 
upon  her  decease  the  principal  should  be  divided  equally 
1>etween  the  children  of  William  Jones  by  the  plaintiff, 
amd  the  children  of  the  plaintiff  by  her  first  husband ; 
«id  William  Jones  coyenanted  to  transfer  the  sum  of  300/. 
to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  interest  thereof  to  the 
plaintiff  for  her  life,  in  case  she  should  survive  William 
Jones,  And  after  her  decease,  to  the  children  of  William 
Jones  by  tbe  plaintiff.     By  the  same  indenture,  a  tenement 
called  Cefeugole,  value  about  30/.  a  year,  was,  in  confirm- 
utioit  of  her  first  husband's  will,  settled  upon  the  plaintiff 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children  by  her  first  mar- 
riage;   and  a  farm  called  Maesllan,  value  about  SOL 
a  year,  to  which  William  Jones  was  entitled  for  lives,  was 
settled  upon  the  plamtiff  during  her  life  or  widowhood,  in 
case  she  should  survive  William  Jones,  with  remainder  to 
the  heir«  of  William  Jones. 

In  April,  1832,  William  Jones  died,  leaving  the  seven 
children  of  his  first  marriage  surviving  him.  They  all 
received  their  shares  of  the  600/.,  under  the  indenture  of 
the  16th  of  February,  1811,  with  interest  from  the  time  of 
their  (kther^s  death.  In  March,  1834,  John  Morgan,  the 
trustee,  under  the  articles  of  agreement  of  January,  1796, 
brought  his  action  of  covenant  against  the  plaintiff  as 
administratrix  of  her  late  husband,  to  recover  the  100/. 
coyenanted  to  be  paid  under  the  articles ;  whereupon  the 
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1836.  plaintiff  filed  the  present  bill  to  restrain  that  action,  and 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  benefits  secured  by  the 
indenture  of  the  16th  of  February,  181 1,  to  the  children 
of  William  Jones  by  his  first  marriage,  were  in  lieu  and 
satisfaction  of  the  provision  made  for  them  by  the  articles 
of  agreement  of  the  4th  of  January,  1796. 

The  plaintiff  having  obtained  the  common  injunction 
to  stay  the  proceedings  at  law, 

Mr.  6.  Richards  and  Mr.  Puller  now  shewed  cause 
against  dissolving  the  injunction. — The  children  of  the  first 
marriage  of  William  Jones  are  bound  to  elect  between 
the  benefits  conferred  upon  them  by  the  two  settlements. 
No  doubt  every  parent  is  under  a  moral  obligation  to  pro- 
vide portions  for  his  children ;  but  if,  after  baring  pro- 
vided such  portions  by  will  or  settlement,  he,  in  the  course 
of  his  life,  makes  another  provision  for  them,  a  court  of 
equity  will  interfere  to  confine  them  to  one  of  these  pro- 
visions, unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  he  intended  them  to 
have  both :  Wood  v.  Briant  Ca),  Seed  v.  Bradford  (i),  ^  # 
Hinchcliffe  v.  Hinchcliffe  (c),  Sparkes  v.  Caior  (d),  Garthr 
shore  V.  Chalie  (^),  Chave  v.  Farrant  (/).  The  same  prin- 
ciple is  applicable  here  as  in  the  case  of  legacies,  which 
are  adeemed,  if  the  purpose  for  which  they  are  given  is 
anticipated  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime.  Speaking  o 
such  a  case.  Lord  Manners  says — "  Suppose  the  testator 
had  by  his  will  left  5000/,  to  his  brother  to  buy  a  house  in 
Merrion  Square,  and  afterwards  he  himself  buys  one, 
which  he  gives  to  his  brother, — are  there  to  be  two  houses 
bought?"  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— This  is  not  the 
case  of  a  legacy,  but  of  a  debt  It  is  clearly  established,  ^  -i 
that  if  a  man  owes  a  debt,  and  afterwards  gives  bis  credi 
tor  a  sum  of  money  equal  in  amount  to  the  debt^  it  is  to 

(a)  2Atk.52I.  (d)  Id.  690. 

ib)  1  Ves.  sen.  601.  (e)  10  Ves.  1. 

(c)  3  Ves.  516.  (/)  18  Vet.  8. 
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taken  as  a  satisraction^  not  as  a  gift.     But  the  case  which         1836. 
liaa  been  adverted  to  of  a  legacy  may  stand  on  a  differ- 
«nt  ground.]      It  is  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled  to  the  benefit  of  the  principles  applicable  to  both 
cases.     But,  at  all  eyents,  this  is  a  debt  arising  on  a  mar- 
Tiage  settlement.     Part  of  the  money  in  settlement  was 
the  wife's  marriage  portion,  and  on  the  strength  of  that, 
as  well  as  of  his  own  property,   the  husband  made  a 
provision  for  the  children.     It  is  immaterial,  however,  in 
Tegard  to  the  doctrine  as  to  double  portions,  whether 
the  wife   bring  any  fortune  or  not.     If  out  of  the  com- 
mon fund  provision  is  made  for  the  children,  that  is  a 
mitisfaction  of  the  moral  obligation  which  the  parent  is 
bound  to  fulfil.     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — Suppose  he 
bad  lived,  and  upon  the  children  coming  of  age  the  trus- 
tee under  the  first  settlement  had  brought  his  action, 
could  he  have  set  up  the  second  settlement  in  answer  to 
that  action  ?]    He  would  be  entitled  to  file  a  bill  in  equity 
declaring  that  he  intended  the  second  settlement  as  a 
satisfaction  of  the  first,  and  calling  on  the  donee  to  make 
his  election.    [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— JAy  difficulty  is, 
that  the  debt  in  the  first  settlement  is  due  when  the  chil- 
dren come  of  age;  that  in  the  second,  when  the  parent 
dies.]    The  difference  in  the  time  of  payment  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  rebut  the  presumption,  that  the  latter  settlement 
was  intended  in  satisfaction  of  the  former.    The  general 
terms  of  the  second  deed  are  sufficient  to  raise  that  pre* 
sumption  without  any  express  recital.     Presumption  of 
satisfiiction  is  stronger  in  the  case  of  a  deed  that  in  that 
of  a  will;  because,  as  Lord  Hardwicke  observed,  legacies 
naturally  imply  a  bounty  (a),  and  yet  a  legacy  bequeathed 
by  a  parent  to  his  child  is  primd  facie  satisfied  by  any 
subsequent  provision  made  for  that  child  by  the  parent. 
That  doctrine,  and  the  general  leaning  of  the  court  against 
double  portions,  is  fully  stated  and  discussed  by  Lord 

(a)  See  3  Atk.  9?. 
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183^  Etdon  in  Ex  parte  Pye  (a)  by  Lord  Aloanley  in  Hmeh^ 
clijfe  v«  Hinehdiffe  {e\  and  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Wkari^ 
tan  w»  Lord  Durham  {e).  The  onus  lias  upon  the  other 
side  to  shew,  that  their  second  settleaient  irat  not  iiv- 
tended  as  a  aatisfaction.  The  recital  as  to  the  di3- 
dren*5  advanceanent  is  very  importanti  and  the  deed 
dudes  with  a  semarkable  declaration  as  to  eleetion,  n 
cannot  be  explained^  except  upon  the  supposition  thaC  the 
children  were  intended  to  elect.  It  must  foe  admitted  that 
ftfae  ditference  in  the  eubject  matter  of  the  gift  in  eadi 
ease  is  evidence,  as  far  as  it  goes,  against  satisfaction:  Weal 
w.  Rioe{d);  ibot  it  is  merely  eridence,  and  }iable  to  Ik 
rebutted. 


Mr.  Simpkineon  and  Mr.  RomiUy,  coa^il.— ^There  is 
.ease  like  the  preaent  in  its  circumstances.  There  is  wo 
doubt  as  to  the  general  proposition  contended  for.  it  is 
not  disputed  that  either  a  debt  or  a  portion  may  be  satis- 
fied by  payment  in  the  lifetime  of  the  party ;  with  this 
ilistinctiony  howcTer,  between  them-^hat  in  the  case  of  a 
debti  payment  of  part  is  not  a  satisfaction ,  while,  m  the 
•case  of  portions,  it  is  a  aatisfaetion  pro  tcmto.  In  otiwr 
respects  t^e  two  cases  are  the  same  in  principle,  and  turn 
upon  the  intention  of  the  party  to  satisfy  the  claim.  How 
is  that  intention  manifested  here  ?  It  is  admitted  by  Ibe 
plaintiff  that  the  only  claim  was  100/.,  arising  under  arti- 
dies  of  agreement  between  Jones  and  bis  first  wife*  It 
.appears  upon  those  articles  that  the  covenant  wbicfa 
the  defendants  seek  to  enforce,  was  in  consideratioH,  fiot 
4>nly  of  marriage,  but  of  ^002.  and  household  f4imittiffet 
which  were  the  first  wife's  property.  In  consideration  af 
tJuit,  Jones  covenants  to  pay  the  sum  ^  400/.  equsiHy 
amongst  the  chXdren  on  their  attaining  twenty-<M»e;  and 


(a)  18  Ves.  151.  (c)  3  M.  &  K.  478. 

(6)  3  Ves.  526.  <<l)  2  R.  &  M.  251. 


MoftflAfr. 
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Jie  cofenaats  further^  not  merely  with  reference  to  the         1886. 
-  eoDtiBgeDt  claim  of  iiui]iitesnnoe»  but  that  be  «nU  pay  in-      "     j'    " 
4e!reit  «ii  the  lOOL    It  ia  doubtful  on  the  face  of  tiie  deed  v. 

-from  what  time  die  interest  is  intended  to  run,  but,  under 
amy  «NUtrnction  of  the  inatrumenty  it  began  to  ran  froai 
the  death  of  the  first  wrife.  That  event  Cook  place  in  De- 
'tsember,  180B,  and  there  were  aeven  children  of  the  mar- 
Mkge.  Ifi  18.1  If  Jones  marriea  a  second  wife,  the  present 
plaJDtiff.  ThfOttgh  they  repudiate  their  setdement  as  a 
maoiage  settlement,  it  is  stated  ia  the  bill  to  hare  been 
noide  in  taontenplation  of  the  narriaige.  The  biH  omitfl 
to  aRude  to  the  deed  of  the  ISth  of  February ;  but  if  that 
«deed  he  read  in  connection  with  the  other,  it  would  appear 
that  lilwynyr  Inn  was  the  property  of  the  first  wife ;  at  all 
^tsnta,  theite  is  Mthii^  in  the  pleadings  or  evidence  to 
jbew  die  conrtrary ;  and  k  is  clear  that  Jones  had  not  the 
See  is  -that  «atate,  the  deed  reciting,  and  the  bill  in  general 
ienas  aHnding  -to,  a  power  of  appointment  which  he  had 
osrer  it.  The  deed  0f  the  I'Btb  of  February  is  'expressly 
conioed  to  die  propeity  of  the  second  wife,  and  the  un- 
•ettleU  prsfperty  of  Jones ;  and  the  whole  of  that  is  settled 
upon  tbO'ChiMren  of  the  second  marriage.  If  the  aggregate 
wf  die  aetded  property  he  eomridered,  it  will  be  seen  that 
lOOL  and  (XK)/.,  making  in  all  700/.,  formed  the  entire 
portion  {or  the  chfldren  of  Jones's  first  marriage,  and  that 
40M.  and  8001.,  making  also  700/.,  formed  the  entire  por- 
Idoii  for  die  children  of  his  aecond  marriage.  Will  die 
Court,  then,  believe  that  this  sum  of  600/.  was  given  in 
Veu  tff the  fOW.  originaHy  settled  upon  the  chiMren  of  the 
Cnt  marriage  ?  But,  independently  of  these  minute  cir- 
enmatanceS)  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  second  set- 
tlement from  whicfti  to  oetlect  ithat  it  was  meant  to  be  in 
aadsfiretioB  of  the  first.  The  cases  on  the  subject  are 
oolleeled  >in  Mr.  SandenTs  note  to  SeUasis  v.  Uihwatt  (a), 

(•)  1  Atk.  426. 
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1836.  where  it  is  stated,  that,  in  order  to  raise  a  presumption  of 
,              satisfaction,  there  must  be  no  material  variance  in  the  nature 

o-  of  the  two  provisions  or  in  the  time  of  their  respective  pay- 

ments. In  this  case  there  is  a  material  variation.  Under  the 
first  settlement,  there  is  a  mere  personal  undertaking  on  the 
part  of  the  father  to  raise  the  portion ;  under  the  second 
settlement,  the  portion  is  to  be  raised  out  of  land.  In  the 
former  case  the  money  is  to  be  raised  upon  the  death  of 
the  first  wife  and  paid  to  the  children  at  twenty-one,  with  m 
proviso  that  the  interest  upon  the  sum  shall  be  applied  for 
their  maintenance  in  the  meantime.  In  the  latter  caae  the 
money  is  to  be  raised  at  a  totally  different  period.  As  to 
the  eldest  son,  it  is  clear  that  the  gift  to  him  of  the  land  in 
remainder  could  not  be  a  satisfaction  as  to  him.  Suppose 
any  of  the  cliildren  coming  of  age  had  demanded  of  the 
trustee  the  portion  due  to  him  under  the  first  settlement, 
could  it  have  been  said,  in  answer  to  his  claim,  that  he  had 
elected  to  take  under  the  second  ?  In  Fariescue  v.  JBar- 
netl  (a),  the  settlor  was  not  the  father,  but  only  the  brother 
of  the  party  for  whom  the  settlement  was  made;  yet  it  was 
held  that  the  provision  which  the  settlor  had  made  for  his 
sister  and  her  children,  by  means  of  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  his  life,  was  not  satisfied  by  a  subsequent  provision 
made  for  them  by  his  will,  and  by  his  putting  her  in  pos- 
session of  a  freehold  estate.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — 
The  gift  of  the  freehold  to  the  sister  would  be  no  provision 
for  the  children  ;  and  he  might  alter  the  will  the  next  day.] 

1837.  Xhe  Lord  Chief  Baron. — This  cause  came  before  roe 
^*             upon  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  which  had  been 

granted  to  restrain  an  action  brought  against  Mrs.  Jones 
and  others,  who  are  the  personal  representatives  of  her 
late  husband,  upon  a  deed  of  covenant  executed  by  him 
in  1796,  when  he  married  his  first  wife,  by  which,  in  con- 

(a)  3  M.  &  K.  36. 
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sideration  of  200/.,  which  he  received  together  with  cer-        1837. 

tain  household  goods  as  her  fortune,  he  bound  himself  to 

pay  100/L,  with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  equally  between 

the  children  he  should  have  by  her,  when  they  attained 

the  age  of  twenty-one  years.    He  had  by  that  marriage 

seven  children*     She  died,  and  he  afterwards  married  a 

lady  of  the  name  of  Jones,  who  had  some  property.  Upon 

this  occasion  also  he  executed  a  marriage  settlement.    He 

executed  a  deed  by  which  his  own  estate  was  conveyed 

to  trustees  (one  of  whom  seems  to  have  been  a  connexion 

of  his  former  wife),  upon  trust,  by  mortgage  or  otherwise, 

to  raise  600L  to  be  paid  in  equal  portions  to  the  six 

younger  children  by  his  marriage  with  his  former  wife, 

with  interest  upon  those  sums  from  the  time  they  should 

attain  twenty-one  years  of  age,  with  remainder  over  in 

ease  of  their  death  before  that  time.     As  to  the  residue  of 

(lis  property,  he  gave  it  to  his  eldest  son ;  and  then  there 

is  a  clause  in  the  deed,  that  the  trustees  shall  execute  a 

power  of  raising  money  in  his  lifetime,  if  he  shall  call  upon 

them  so  to  do ;  so  that  the  trustees  are  either  upon  his  re« 

quest  in  his  lifetime  to  raise  600/.  to  be  paid  to  the  objects 

of  his  bounty,  or  if  not  requested  so  to  do,  then,  upon  his 

death,  to  raise  the  money  and  pay  it  to  the  children. 

It  appears  by  the  bill,  that  upon  the  death  of  Jones, 
the  trustees  under  the  second  settlement  did  raise  and 
pay  the  money  to  the  parties  interested,  and  that  the 
eldest  son  is  in  possession  of  the  estate,  and  that  notwith- 
standing that  payment,  the  trustee  in  the  original  settle- 
ment has  brought  his  action  of  covenant  against  Mrs. 
Jones,  as  the  personal  representative  of  her  husband,  in 
order  to  recover  a  portion  of  the  money  due  under  the 
covenant  in  that  settlement,  with  interest  from  the  mar- 
riage. That  portion  would  be  the  greater  part  of  100/., 
with  interest  upon  it. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  bill  contends  that  the  debt  which 
ber  husband  had  covenanted  to  pay  to  the  children  by  his 

VOL.  II.  E  E  EQ.  EX. 
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former  marriage,  was  satisfied  by  the  proTision  be  made  for 
them  by  the  deed  when  he  married  the  plaintiff.  If  ao, 
Morgan  ought  not  to  bring  the  action,  and  the  injanction 
must  be  continued.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  that  is  not  a 
satisfaction,  he  ought  to  be  allowed  to  bring  bis  action. 
That  question  is  resolved  into  this — whether  the  proTision 
made  to  the  children  on  the  second  marriage  is  to  be 
taken  in  satisfaction  of  the  provision  which  he  made  upon 
his  first  marriage  settlement,  which  was^  in  some  sort, 
specific  debt,  which  he  contracted  to  pay. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  state  the  authorities,  beeause  il 
is  agreed  that  they  may  all  be  resolved  into  this, — Tht 
it  is  a  question  of  intention  whether  a  legacy  is  to 
deemed  to  be  satisfied  by  payment  in  the  lifetime  of  a 
tator,  or  by  a  provision  tantamount  to  it  \  and  that  it  k 
to  be  considered  the  intention  of  the  party  that  it  sboi 
be  satisfied,  unless  something  to  the  contrary  appear.     If^ 
in  his  lifetime,  having  made  a  provision  for  his  cliildiei^^=i 
by  will,  he  pays  to  the  children  the  portion  so  proTid< 
for  them,  the  presumption  is,  that  his  intention  was  U 
anticipate  the  legacy ;  and  unless  there  is  something 
lead  to  a  contrary  conclusion,  the  legacy  is  held  to 
adeemed.     I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  case  precisrij 
similar  to  this,  but  the  principle  which  I  have  just  stal 
is  fully  applicable  to  this  case.    It  may  be  also  referred 
another  class  of  cases,  where  a  party  owing  a  debt, 
leaving  to  his  creditor  a  legacy  to  an  amount  larger 
or  equal  to  the  debt,  the  presumption  is  that  be  meant 
satisfy  the  debt,  unless  the  contrary  appear. 

Here  the  principle  is  applicable  to  portions  created 
deed.     I  know  no  rule  of  law  which  makes  any  distin^ 
between  the  case  of  a  will  and  a  deed.     By  the  fii 
settlement,  the  portion  with  interest  becomes  a  debt 
from  the  father  to  his  children.     Now  the  father  is 
sidering  what  he  shall  do  upon  his  second  marriage, 
is  natural  he  should  take  into  consideration  what  be 
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done  before ;  and  if  I  find  he  binds  himself  to  give  them 
at  least  the  same  amount  of  portion  as  before,  I  should 
presume  from  his  subsequent  act  that  he  meant  to  satisfy 
the  debt.  Suppose  then  you  take  it  as  a  debt.  The  ar«- 
gument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  original  portion  of 
lOOL  was  due  to  the  children  at  twenty-one,  whether  the 
fiither  was  alive  or  not,  whereas  the  last  was  due  only  at 
his  death.  That  is  an  important  argument,  no  doubt; 
but  I  find  that  the  deed  made  on  the  second  marriage 
gives  the  trustees  liberty  to  raise  the  portions  in  his  life- 
time, if  he  call  upon  upon  them  so  to  do.  One  inquires 
on  what  event  he  would  call  upon  them?  Why,  he 
would  call  upon  them  if  it  was  necessary  to  advance  a 
child, — or  a  child,  upon  arriving  at  twenty-one,  should 
exact  payment  of  his  portion  under  the  former  deed. 

Let  me  suppose  this  case :  Suppose  any  of  the  children 
in  the  father's  lifetime  should  say  to  his  father,  I  wish  you 
to  call  upon  the  trustees  to  pay  the  portion  of  100/.  due 
to  ne  under  your  first  marriage  settlement.  The  father 
would  say,  I  cannot  resist  that,  but  I  will  call  upon  the 
trustees  of  the  second  settlement  to  raise  it.  I  have  power 
so  to  do,  and  I  will  raise  the  money  and  pay  you  by  those 
means.  Suppose  then  the  100/.,  or  a  portion  of  it,  equal 
to  the  child's  share  of  the  700/.,  is  paid  to  him,  the  trus- 
tees keeping  the  rest  in  their  hands  till  the  father's  death ; 
and  suppose,  upon  that  event  happening,  the  same  child 
•hould  make  another  call  for  his  share  under  the  first 
deed ;  if  an  action  were  brought  for  the  amount  on  the 
covenant  contained  in  that  deed,  I  am  not  clear  the  payment 
already  made  might  not  be  the  subject  of  a  set-off  at  law, 
and,  A  fortiori f  we  are  not  bound  by  a  more  strict  mode  of 
proceeding  in  equity. 

Then  there  is  a  clause  in  the  second  deed,  which, 
though  not  very  intelligible,  can  bear  no  other  construction, 
than  that  the  father  meant  that  one  provision  should  be  a 
satisfaction  for  the  other;   namely,  the  clause  that  the 
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party  claiming  under  that  deed  shall  be  bound  by  the  law 
of  election.  This  is  clumsily  expressed,  no  doubt ;  but  if 
it  has  any  meaning,  it  must  mean  to  refer  to  the  former 
deed. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think,  upon  the  authority  of  all  the 
cases,  and  upon  principle,  that  the  provision  made  in  1811 
for  raising  and  paying  the  money  to  those  children,  is 
equivalent  to  satisfaction  of  the  debt  for  which  the  father 
made  himself  Uable  to  them  under  the  first  settlement. 
The  injunction,  therefore,  must  be  made  perpetual. 

Order  accordingly. 


1836. 

Dec.  20ih, 

2Ut 

1837. 
Jan,  18th. 

If  a  man,  being 
Indebted  to 
hif  own  agent, 
authorize  the 

SSn^Te't"  Clapcott  and  Wallingford,  i>i  the  county  of  Berkshire, 

him  from  hit 
debtor,  intend- 
ing that  the 
agent  should 
thereout  pay 
himself  hit 
own  debt,  he 
thereby  gives 
the  agent  an 
implied  autho- 
rity to  receive 
payment,  to  the 
extent  of  hit 
own  debt,  in 

any  manner  he   several  Conveyances  of  the  property  to  the  defendant,  and 

may  think  fit; 
consequently, 
the  amount  of 
the  agent's  own 
debt  may  be 
written  off  in 
account  be- 
tween him  and 
the  debtor. 
A  debtor, 
who  pays  the 
amount  of  hit 

debt  to  the  agent  of  his  creditor,  must  pay  it  in  cash,  unless  he  can  shew  that  the  agent  had  aatho- 
rity  to  receive  payment  in  any  other  way. 


Barker  v.  Greenwood. 

XN  the  year  1818,  Francis  Henry  Barker,  being  indebted 
to  the  defendant  in  various  sums  of  money,  and  having 
sold  to  him  his  life  interest  in  certain  property  situate  at 


contracted  to  sell  to  him  the  reversion  in  fee  of  that  pro- 
perty at  the  price  of  1,500/.  The  contract  was  not  re* 
duced  into  writing,  but  the  treaty  for  the  sale  was  con- 
ducted by  one  Churchill,  who  had  for  many  years  acted 
as  solicitor  and  agent  of  Barker.  The  purchase  was  not 
completed  till  the  year  18^3.  In  February,  1822,  while 
a  considerable  sum  still  remained  due  from  the  defendant 
on  account  of  the  purchase  money.  Barker  executed   the 


delivered  them  to  Churchill.  He  at  the  same  time  wrote 
and  sent  to  the  defendant  a  letter  in  the  following  words: 
"  Dear  sir,  I  have  executed  the  conveyance  to  you  of  the 
estate  at  Clapcott  and  WallingFord^  and  the  balance  of 
the  sum  due  from  you  to  me  you  will  please  to  pay  to  Mr. 
Samuel  Churchill,  on  the  deeds  being  delivered ;  the  in- 


Barker 
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terest  upon  the  purchase  money  you  will  also  be  so  good         1B36. 
as  to  settle  with  Mr.  Churchill.     I  am,  &c^,  F.  H.  Barker." 
In  March  1822,  the  sum  remaining  due  from  the  defen-  v. 

OrEENWOODw 

dant  to  Barker,  in  respect  of  the  purchase-money,  was 
l0f760L  4«.  S^cf.  According  to  an  account  kept  by 
Churchill,  and  in  his  handwriting,  this  sum  was  reduced 
from  time  to  time  by  successive  payments  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, the  last  payment  being  made  on  the  10th  April, 
18S3.  Affixed  to  the  last  item  in  the  account  were  the 
following  words : — ''  This  account  settled  with  Mr.  Green* 
wood,  and  the  whole  sum  received  by  me  as  agent  to  Mr. 
Barker : — Samuel  Churchill.*'  The  account  likewise  con- 
tained the  following  item : — **  March  25ih — Received  of 
Mr.  Ghreenwood,  on  further  account,  as  the  agent  and  by 
the  authority  of  Mr.  Barker,  7,675/.  I9s.  lOe/.*'  This  sum 
however  was  not  actually  paid  to  Churchill,  but  was,  in 
October,  1822,  written  off  in  an  account  between  Churchill 
«nd  the  defendant,  Churchill  being  the  receiver  of  inter- 
est and  other  sums,  which  were  from  time  to  time  payable 
4o  the  defendant.  At  the  time  when  this  transaction  took 
place,  the  deeds  of  conveyance,  which  had  been  executed 
by  Barker,  were  delivered  by  Churchill  to  the  defendant. 

In  March  1827,  a  commission  of  bankrupt  issued 
•gainst  Churchill,  and  Barker,  having  at  that  time  some 
daims  against  Churchiirs  estate,  wrote  to  the  defendant  for 
an  explanation  of  Churchill's  accounts  relative  to  the 
pnrcbase  made  by  the  defendant.  In  answer  to  this  appli- 
cation the  defendant  wrote  as  follows : — "  On  the  settle- 
ment of  the  long  standing  accounts  between  us  by  Mr. 
Samuel  Churchill,  on  the  25th  March,  1822,  there  was  a 
balance  of  10,760/.  4^.  S^d.  due  to  you,  which  was  paid  to 
Mr. Churchill  by  two  payments;  the  first  payment  was 
7,6752.  IBs.  10c/.  The  second  payment  was  3,084/.  4«.  lO^cT. 
Mr.  East,  Mr.  C's  clerk,  is  acquainted  with  all  the  parti- 
culars.** 

Barker  having  died  in  February,  18S0,  the  present  bill 
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1836.        was  filed  by  his  executrix,  charging  that  the  statements 
B  RKER       in&de  by  the  defendant  and   Churchill,  that  the  sum  oT 
V*  TJS15L  \9s.  lOef.  had  actually  been  paid,  were  false  and 

fraudulent;  that  the  giving  of  credit  by  Churchill  to  the 
defendant  for  that  sum  was  the  result  of  a  collusive  scheme^ 
between  the  defendant  and  Churchill,  and  was  unknowi 
to  Barker  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  it  did 
amount  in  law  or  equity  to  payment  of  that  sum  by  thi 
defendant  to  or  for  the  use  of  Barker.    The  bill  prayed 
declaration  that  Barker  and  his  representatives  had  a  liei 
in  equity  on  the  purchased  estates,  for  the  purchase-mone] 
remaining  unpaid ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  takeo 
such  purchase-money  ;  and  that  in  taking  the  account  th- 
defendant  might  be  allowed  credit  for  such  sums  of  mom 
only  as  be  had  actually  paid  to  the  use  of  Barker,  and 
for  any  monies  written  off  in  account  between  the  defent 
ant  and  Churchill. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  denied  the  charges 
collusion,  and  stated  his  belief  that  Barker  was  well  a- 
quainted  with  the  manner  in  which  the  purchase  was  pak^^. 
He  also  stated,  that  he  did  not,  by  using  the  word  **  pi^^  j- 
ments"  and  **  payment*'  in  his  letter  to  Barker,  mean  'to 
represent  to  Barker  that  the  payment  of  the  sum  <f 
7,695/.  Ids.  10c/.  was  made  in  cash,  but  he  used  those  wor< 
solely  in  explanation  of  Churchill's  accounts  as  required 
Barker,  and  to  shew  that  in  those  accounts  Barker  w 
entitled  to  credit  for  the  sums  mentioned. 

In  support  of  the  defendant's  case,  several  letters  we 
read  to  shew  that  in  October,  18SS,  Barker  was  indebt^^ 
to  Churchill,  and  intended  that  the  debt  should  be  p*-^^ 
out  of  the  monies  coming  from  the  defendant,  but 
amount  of  the  debt  did  not  appear. 


Mr.  Swanston^  Mr.  Ellison,  and  Mr.  G.  Richards  0^^ 
the  plaintiff.  The  fact  that  this  sum  was  written  off  ^^ 
account  between  the  defendant  and  Churchill  was  rs<>^ 
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known  until  arter  Barker*8  decease.     It  is  clear  that  Bar-         1836. 
ker  supposed  it    bad  been   paid  to  his  agent  in  cash.       barkbr 
Churchill  had  no  authority  to  settle  with  the  defendant  in  <'• 

this  manner ;  at  all  events  it  is  for  the  defendant  to  shew 
that  Churchill  had  a  clear  authority  to  make  such  an  ar- 
rangement An  authority  to  receive  payment  is  not  an 
authority  to  set  off:  Todd  v.  Reid  (a),  Russell  v.  Bang^ 
ley  (i).  If  Churchill  departed  from  his  written  authority^ 
the  defendant  cannot  rely  on  any  parol  variation  of  his  in- 
structions. Such  evidence^  it  is  submitted,  is  not  admis- 
sible ;  but  even  if  it  be,  the  Court  will  not  act  upon  it  with- 
out submitting  the  case  to  a  jury.  An  opportunity  should 
be  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  cross-examine  Churchill  as  to 
his  authority. 

Mr.  SimpKnson  and  Mr.  Kenyon  Parker^  for  the  defen- 
dant.— If  Barker,  at  the  time  of  writing  off  this  sum,  was 
indebted  to  Churchill  in  an  equal  or  larger  amount,  such  a 
set-off  would  amount  to  payment.  [Alderson,  B.  Where  a 
man  makes  his  creditor  his  agent  to  receive  from  his  debtor 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  the  question  is  whether  he  does  not 
make  all  the  payments  to  that  creditor  payment  to  him- 
self. Todd  T.  Reid  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  case. 
There,  if  the  broker  had  retained  the  money,  he  would 
have  committed  a  breach  of  duty.  It  was  the  money  of  the 
asaured  in  his  hands.  Here,  if  the  money  had  been  ac- 
tnally  paid  to  Churchill,  it  would  not  have  been  his  duty 
to  pay  it  over  to  Barker.  He  would  have  had  a  right  to 
retain  it  under  the  statutes  of  set-off.]  In  the  case  re- 
ferred to  it  would  have  been  a  breach  of  duty  in  the 
party,  aa  broker,  to  retain  the  mpney.  Here  the  only 
queation  is,  whether  Churchill  had  a  claim  against  Barker 
equal  to  or  greater  than  the  amount  of  the  claim  by 
Barker  against  Greenwood,  in  either  of  which  cases  he 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  210;  d  Stark.  16.  (6)  4  B.  &  A.  396. 
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1836.        would  have  a  right  to  retain.     There  are  several  authori- 
ties for  the  defendant:   Paley,  Prin.  and  Agents  287; 
Barker 

V.  Diinkwater  v.  Goodwin  (a),  Hudson  v.  Grainger  (by 

Grbbrwood. 

Mr.  Swanston  in  reply. 

1837*  Alderson^  B. — This  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  plainti 

'"'  claiming  an  account  of  certain  monies  paid  by  the  defend- 

ant as  the  purchaser  of  an  estate,  sold  by  the  late  Ret^p  «?, 
Mr.  Barker  to  him,  through  the  agency  of  a  Mr.  ChurchilKf  U, 
a  solicitor.  The  bill  prays  a  declaration  that  there  is  l  ;  a 
lien  on  the  estate  for  the  purchase-money  remaining  ai 
paid.  There  is  no  doubt  that  if  the  purchase-^noney 
mains  unpaid,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
and  lien.  There  is  no  doubt,  also,  as  to  the  payment 
all  the  purchase-money  except  the  sum  of  7,675/.  I9«. 
As  to  that,  the  facts  are  these :  a  distinct  authority 
given  to  Churchill,  with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
ceive  the  purchase-money  from  the  defendant.  Now, 
sum  of  money  was  not  actually  paid  ;  but  was,  on  the  II 
October,  1822,  set  off  in  an  account  between  Churchill 
the  defendant,  Churchill  being  indebted  to  the  defenda^^nt 
to  that  amount  at  the  time. 

I  think  it  is  satisfactorily  made  out  by  the  corres] 
enoe  that  Mr.  Barker  was  indebted  to  Mr.  Churchill 
some  amount,  and  intended  that  Mr.  Churchill's  debt  sbou^V^ 
be  paid,  and  only  the  balance  of  the  monies  received  h:  ^1 
Churchill  from  the  defendant  paid  over  to  himself. 

I  must  also  assume,  for  the  present,  which,  however,  ^^* 
far  as  the  facts  are  before  me,  is  very  questionable,  tb— --^ 
the  amount  of  this  debt,  on  the  19th  October,  1828,.  w^^^ 
more  than  lfil5L  19«.  8{/.,  the  sum  set  off  in  accou^^^^ 
between  Churchill  and  the  defendant;  and  then  the  que^^' 
tion  is  this, — if  a  man,  being  indebted  to  his  own  agei^^^ 

(a)  Cowp.  251.  (6)  5  B.  &  AM.  27: 
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authorise  that  agent  to  receive  money  due  to  him  from  his        1837* 
debtor,  intending  that  he  should  thereout  pay  himself  his       barker 
own  debt^  does  he  authorize  that  agent  impliedly,  to  the  *• 

extent  at  least  of  that  debt,  to  receive  payment  in  any 
way  he  may  think  fit?  I  think  he  does.  An  agent, 
with  a  general  authority  like  this,  is,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
only  bound  to  receive  payment  in  such  a  way  as  thereby 
to  put  it  in  his  power  completely  to  discharge  the  duty  he 
himself  owes  to  his  principal.  If,  therefore,  he  is  bound  to 
pay  the  whole  over  to  the  principal,  he  must  receive  it  in 
cash  from  the  debtor.  And  a  person  who  pays  such  an  agent, 
and  who  means  to  be  safe,  must  see  that  the  mode  of  payment 
does  enable  the  agent  to  perform  this,  his  duty.  If,  there- 
fore, the  agent  be  not  a  creditor  of  his  principal,  he  must 
receive  the  whole  in  cash ;  for,  otherwise,  he  does  not,  by 
the  act  done  between  him  and  the  debtor,  put  himself  into 
the  situation  of  being  able  to  pay  it  over.  Such  were  the 
cases  of  Toddy.Reid{a),  Russell  "v.Bangleyib)^  Barilett 
T.  Peniland  (c),  and  Scott  v.  Irving  (d).  For  in  those 
eases  the  assured  was  entitled,  as  between  himself  and  the 
broker,  to  the  whole  amount  which  the  latter  might  have 
received  in  cash  from  the  underwriter.  But  if  the  agent 
be  himself  a  creditor  of  the  principal,  and  the  principal 
intends,  when  he  makes  him  his  agent  to  receive,  that  he 
shall  retain  his  own  debt  out  of  the  sum  received,  his  only 
duty  is  topay  over  to  the  principal  the  balance,  after  deduct- 
ing his  own  debt.  If  he  therefore  takes  care  to  receive  in 
cash  that  balance,  he,  as  it  seems  to  me,  puts  himself  into  a 
situation  as  completely  to  discharge  his  duty  as  if  he  had 
received  the  whole  in  cash.  For  what  possible  difference 
can  it  make  to  the  principal  whether  his  agent  receives  the 
whole  and  retains  part,  or  only  receives  that  balance  which 
he  himself  is  entitled  to  receive  from  the  agent  ?     A  person 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  210.  (c)  10  B.  &  C.  760. 

{b)  4  B.  &  Aid.  395.  {d)  1  B.  &  Ad.  605. 
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however  who  does  not  take  the  ordinary  and  proper  course 
of  paying  the  whole  in  money,  must  take  care  to  be  able  to 


Barkbr 


V-  prove  that  the  agent  is  in  this  situation.     If^  therefore,  he 

pays  by  a  settlement  in  account,  he  takes  upon  himself,  i 


such  a  case  as  this,  the  risk  of  being  able  to  shew  the  del 
due  from  the  principal  to  the  agent,  and   the   s] 
circumstances  under  which  the  agent  was  appointed 
receive  the  money.    Here  these  circumstances  are  madi 
out,  but  still  he  must  shew  that  there  was  a  debt  due  t( 
Churchill  from  Mr.  Barker,  equal  at  least  to  the  sum 
off  in  account  between  himself  and  Churchill. 

I  propose  therefore  to  refer  this  question  to  the  Mastei 
namely,  whether,  on  the  19th  of  October,  1822,  Barke* 
the  testator  was  indebted  to  Churchill  in  any  and  whi 
amount.    If  the  defendant  can  shew  to  tbe  Master's 
faction  that  there  was  such  a  debt  then  due,  and  thai  k      it 
exceeded  or  equalled  the  sum  set  off  in  account  betweer 
him  and  Churchill,  this  bill  will  be  dismissed ;  bat  certainl 
without  costs,  because  the  bill  was  most  properly  filed 
compel  such  proof  being  given,  and  its  necessity 
from  the  unusual   mode  of  settlement  adopted  by 
defendant.     If,  however,  the  defendant  cannot  satisfy 
Master  of  this,  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  a  decl 
that  he  is  to  have  a  lien  for  the  whole,  if  there  be  nodebl- 
for  the  balance,  if  the  debt  due  to  Churchill  at  the  time 
question  (for  the  subsequent  accounts  between  Barker 
Churchill  are  wholly  immaterial)  was  less  than  the  sum 
off  in  account  between  Churchill  and  the  defendant, 
will  have  a  decree  with  costs  to  that  effect. 
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I 


The 


he  ReT.  Henry  Thorpe        ...    Plaintiff; 

and 
1IOMA8   Mattingley^   William    Budd^ 
GxoROE  Bliss,  Charles  Cowper,  and  V  Defendants. 
Edmund  Plowden  -         -         -     ) 

Feb,  Sth,  15M. 
bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  as  rector  of  the  rectory  To  a  rector's 

and  parish  church  of  Aston-le- Walls,  in  the  county  of  occu^n'of 
Northampton,    against  the    several   defendants    (except  lands  for  an 
Edmund  Plowden,  who  was  made  a  defendant  by  amend-  tithes,  the  de- 
ment), for  an  account  of  the  titheable  matters  had  and  their  answer, 
taken  by  them  on  their  respective  farms  and  lands  in  the  J[*r"^ent°be-"' 
parish  of  Aston  since  the  year  1831,  the  time  of  the  in-  tween  a  former 

,     ,      ,  rector  of  the 

stitution  and  induction  of  the  plaintiff  into  the  rectory,  and  rectory  and  the 

for  an  account  and  satisfaction  of  the  tithes.  the°iands  occu- 

The  defendants  to  the  original  bill   (the   defendants  pied  by  the 

^  ^  ^  defendants,  and 

the   occupiers)   by  their  answer  stated,  that  at  the  time  who  was  also 
of  the  making  of  the  agreement  thereinafter  set  forth,  the  Hving;  by 
W.  Plowden,  of  Aston,  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  ^em^^n" 
was  seised  in  fee  of  the  manor  of  Aston,  and  of  the  rectory  *«nds  enjoyed 
of  Aston-le-Walls,  which  was  appendant  to  the  said  manor,  rector  were  al- 
and that  the  said  manor  comprised  the  lands  and  tene-  ^^^^^  |^  ^^t 
ments  thereinafter  mentioned  to  be  then  in  the  occupation  ch*ngf  foj  hi» 

*  glebe  lands, 

of  the  defendants,  and  also  the  lands  which  were  holden  by  which  were 
the  plaintiff  as  rector  of  Aston-le-Walls  aforesaid,  by  virtue  in*  he  '<^mon 
of  the  exchange  thereinafter  set  forth.  fe*nl'chw^*of 

AOL  a  year  was 
granted  to  the  rector ;  in  consideration  of  which  exchange  and  annuity,  the  lands  occupied  by  the 
defendants  were  discharged  from  tithes.  The  defendants  proved  that  the  agreement  was  not  only 
approfed  by  the  then  bishop  of  the  diocese,  but  had  been  established  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Clwiicery,  and  had  been  acted  upon  for  upwards  of  a  century;  and  that  the  arrangement  was  not 
only  beneficial  to  the  rector  at  the  time  when  it  was  entered  into,  but  that  It  was  made  with  re- 
tainct  to  the  probable  future  increase  in  the  value  of  the  tithes,  and  that  it  was  advantageous  to 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill : — Held,  however,  that  the  agreement  was  absolutely 
void  under  the  disabling  statutes;  and  that,  being  void,  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  could 
not  give  it  validity;  and  an  account  of  the  tithes  was  decreed. 

Where  a  bill  for  tithes  was  filed  against  occupiers  of  lands  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
statute  S  &  3  WilL  4,  c.  100,  and  the  bill  was  subsequently,  and  after  the  period  limited  by  the  act, 
amended,  by  making  the  owner  of  the  lands  a  party : — Held,  that  the  original  and  the  amended 
bOl  formed  bat  one  record,  and  that  the  suit  was  therefore  instituted  against  the  owner  within 
the  time  preacribed  by  the  statute. 
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That  by  an  agreement,  bearing  date  the  Ist  day  o 
Marchi  1711,  duly  made  and  signed  between  the  said  W 
„      •'  Plowden,  as  lord  of  the  manor  of  Aston,  and  patron  o 


the  rectory  of  Aston-in-the- Walls,  of  the  one  part,  and  th 
Rev.  J.  Wilson,  the  then  incumbent  of  the  rectory,  of  th 
other  part ;  after  reciting  that  the  said  W.  Plowden  w 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Aston,  and  patron  of  the  said  churcl 
of  Aston-in-the-Walls,  and  was  also  seised  of  divei^- 
parcels  of  land  lying  dispersed  in  the  common  fields 
Aston  aforesaid  ;  and  that  the  said  J.  Wilson  was  the  th^  <s 
rector  and  incumbent  of  and  in  the  said  church  of  Asto^^, 
and  in  right  thereof  was  seised  of  divers  other  parcels  W 
land  lying  also  dispersed  in  the  said  common  fields, 
also  of  a  parcel  of  ground  lying  in  a  close  called  Ast 
Close,  in  Apple  tree,  in  the  said  parish  of  Aston,  beL.3Dg 
the  glebe-lands  belonging  to  the  said  rectory,  and  alsc^  in 
right  of  his  said  church  was  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  sH 
sorts,  arising  as  well  out  of  the  common  fields  as  ou^  of 
the  demesne  lands  of  the  said  W.  Plowden  in  Aston ;  a—  'nd 
further  reciting,  that  the  lands  in  the  common  fields  there-  '^^' 
before  mentioned  were  of  little  value,  lying  so 
and  that  it  was  apprehended  that  it  would  be  a  great  L 
provement,  as  well  to  the  said  church,  as  to  the  said 
Plowden's  estate  in  Aston  aforesaid,  if  the  said  comro  •^'^ 
fields  were  inclosed,  and  certain  exchanges  were  mad 
but  that  the  said  W.  Plowden  being  desirous  that  the  rt 
and  profits  of  the  said  church  might  be  preserved  a 
ascertained,  and  that  the  said  J.  Wilson  and  his  suce 
might  have  and  enjoy  in  right  of  his  said  church  an 
vantage  by  a  just  proportion  of  the  improvement  expec 
from  such  inclosure,  it  was  by  the  now  stating  instnimi — ■*'"^ 
agreed,  that  all  the  several  pieces  or  parcels  of  the  coi 
mon  fields  of  Aston  aforesaid,  therein,  and  in  the  an 
also  respectively,  described  and  set  forth,  should,  iogeti^^^^^' 
with  the  church-yard,  parsonage-house  and  close, 
orchards,  and  walls  dividing  a  garden  and  orchard 
the  estate  of  the  said  W.  Plowden,  and  all  yards,  om^^" 


i 
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houses,  and  buildings,  and  all  grounds  belonging  thereto,  1837. 
for  ever  thereafter  be  deemed  and  taken  as  the  glebe  land  thorpT 
of  and  belonging  to  the  church  of  Aston-in-the- Walls  ^,  •• 
aforesaid;  and,  as  such,  should  be  for  ever  enjoyed  by  the 
said  J.  Wilson  and  his  successors,  rectors  of  the  said 
ehurch  ;  and  also  that  the  sum  of  40/.  per  annum,  payable 
half-yearly,  free  from  all  taxes  or  payments  whatsoever, 
unless  for  taxes  charged  by  act  of  Parliament  on  the 
said  annuity  itself,  should  be  issuing  out  of  and  chargeable 
upon  the  said  W.  Plowden's  said  manor,  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in 
Aston-in-the-Walls  aforesaid,  and  be  secured  and  made 
payable  to,  and  be  for  ever  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
said  J.  Wilson  and  his  successors,  rectors  of  the  said 
church  of  Aston  aforesaid,  with  power  of  distress  for  the 
said  J.  Wilson  and  his  successors,  in  case  of  nonpayment 
thereof.  And  it  was  by  the  said  articles  further  agreed, 
that  the  said  J.  Wilson  and  his  successors,  rectors  of  the 
said  church,  should  at  all  times  thereafter,  as  often  as 
occasion  should  require,  have  privilege  to  dig,  take,  and 
carry  away  from  every  the  usual  and  open  pits  within  the 
said  W.  Plowden's  said  manor,  such  stone,  gravel,  or 
mortar  as  should  from  time  to  time  be  needful  for  the  re- 
pairing and  supporting  all  buildings,  walls,  and  highways, 
and  other  ways  and  passages  belonging  to  the  said  rectory; 
and  that  neither  the  said  J.  Wilson,  nor  his  successors, 
rectors  of  the  said  church,  should  be  chargeable  with  any 
other  or  any  part  of  any  otlier  highways  except  that  which 
was  part  of  the  glebe  land,  and  leading  from  Aston 
towards  Appletree,  and  four-score  yards  of  the  lane  by  the 
parsonage  meadow  downwards,  from  the  place  called  the 
Hay  Gap,  as  the  same  was  measured,  set  out,  and  known. 
And  it  was  also  thereby  further  agreed,  that  the  said  J. 
Wilson  or  his  successors  should  not,  by  reason  of  removal 
of  cattle  from  any  part  of  Aston  aforesaid  not  within  such 
agreement,  unto  and  upon  any  part  of  the  said  W.  Plow- 
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1837.         den*8  estate,  by  that  means  be  prevented  of  hb  tithes, 

.„ but  in  case  of  such  removal  the  said  W.  Plowden,  hishors 

^-  and  assigns,  should  and  would  take  effectual  care  to  pre-* 

MaTTINOLET.  ,      ,  ,  #.1.1.  A       ^ 

vent  such  loss  to  the  rector  for   the  time  being«     And 
further  also,  that  the  said  J.  Wilson  and  his  successorm 
should  at  all  times  have  liberty  from  time  to  time,  as  occa- 
sion should  require,  of  coming  upon  the  grounds  adjoin— 
ing  to  their  houses  and  walls  for  building  and  repaiiinf 
the  same,  and  that  they  should  for  ever  be  freed  from  die 
payment  of  one-fourth  per  annum  for  weeding  the  meadour^ 
in    Aston    aforesaid ;  and   that  the   watercourse   wbidm. 
formerly  ran  through  Garret  Close  in  Aston  aforesaid, 
then  stopped,  to  the  detriment  of  the  said  J.  Wilson 
bis  successors,  should  forthwith  be  cleared  and  kept 
And  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and  privileges  agreet 
to  be  for  ever  made  over  and  secured  to  the  said  J. 
and  his  successors,  rectors  of  Aston  aforesaid,  the  said 
Wilson  did  by  the  said  articles  agree  to  and  with 
said   W.  Plowden,  his  heirs  and  assigns,    that  all  tb< 
parcels  and  pieces  of  land  formerly  reputed  and  taken 
the  glebe  land  of  or  belonging  to  the  church  of  Ash 
aforesaid,  and  lying  in  the  said  common  fields  of  A8tc=sa 
aforesaid,  and  which  were  theretofore  in  the  possesMon 
the  said  J.  Wilson  or  his  tenants,  and  the  said  parcel 
ground  thereinbefore  mentioned  to  lie  in  the  said  do: 
called  Aston  Close  in  Apple  tree  aforesaid,  except  si 
parts  as  did  lie  and  were  in  the  said  parcels  of  ground 
meadow  thereby  allotted  and  appointed  for  glebe  lands, 
which  were  to  be  secured  and  made  over  to  the  said       J* 
Wilson  and  his  successors  as  aforesaid,  should  from  then^^se- 
forth  be  enjoyed  by  the  said  W.  Plowden  and  his  heirs,        ^ 
his  and  their  own  proper  estate  for  ever.     And  also 
all  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whereof  the 
W.  Plowden  was  possessed  as  owner  in  Aston  aforesa^ 
and  every  of  them,  should  for  ever  thereafter  be  freed 
discharged  from  the  payment  of  all  manner  of  tenths, titb< 


V. 

Mattinol£T. 
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oblations,  obventions,  moduses,  and  all  other  dues  there- 
tofore due  and  payable  out  of  the  said  W.  Plowden's 
estate  in  Aston  aforesaidi  (except  and  other  as  aforesaid), 
and  also  except  such  tithes  and  dues  as  were  properly  per- 
sonal, and  did  not  purely  arise  of  said  W.  Plowden's  estate, 
and  such  as  were  the  Easter  roll^  and  fees  due  for  mar- 
riages, christenings,  and  mortuaries  and  other  surplice  fees. 
And  by  the  said  articles  it  was  further  agreed,  that  the 
four  lands,  with  the  bulks  and  stades  thereto  belong- 
ing in  Aston  aforesaid,  known  by  the  name  of  the  town 
lands,  shonld  be  enjoyed  by  the  said  W.  Plowden,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  as  his  own  free  estate,  and  in  lieu  and  satisfac- 
tion thereof,  one  acre  and  a  half  excepted,  which  did  lie  in 
the  furlong  called  Great  Church- Way,  should  be  given  in 
exchange  for  the  same  for  the  purposes  in  the  said  articles 
moitioned. 

That  upon  or  shortly  after  the  signing  of  this  agree- 
menty  the  said  W.  Plowden,  with  the  approbation  of 
the  said  J«  Wilson,  enclosed  the  whole  of  the  said 
common  fields  of  the  said  manor  of  Aston-in-the- Walls, 
and  duly  set  out  the  several  parcels  of  land  in  the  said 
agreement  mentioned  to  be  given  to  the  said  J*  Wilson 
and  bis  successors,  rectors  of  the  said  church  of  Aston : 
and  that  the  said  J.  Wilson  shortly  after  the  date  of 
the  said  agreement  entered  upon,  and  that  he,  his  suc- 
cessors, incumbents  of  the  said  rectory,  had  ever  since 
been,  and  that  the  said  plaintiff,  as  the  present  incumbent 
of  the  said  church,  was  then  in  the  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  last-mentioned  pieces  of  land :  and  that  the 
said  W.  Plowden,  pursuant  to  the  said  agreement  and  the 
decree  thereinafter  stated,  also  annexed  to  his  own  estate 
the  several  pieces  of  common  lands  mentioned  in  the  said 
agreement,  and  which  were  thereby  agreed  to  be  given 
to  htm  in  exchange  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  W.  Plow- 
den and  his  heirs  and  assigns  had  ever  since  been  and  then 
were  seised  and  possessed  of  such  last*mentioned  lands 
and  hereditaments* 
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1837*  That  the  said  pieces  of  land  taken  in  exchange  by  the 

said  W.  Plowden  under  the  said  acrreement  were  small 
Thorpi  °       ^ 

*•  pieces  of  land  lying  dispersed ly  in  certain  common  fields 

vrithin  the  said  rectory,  and  which,  as  appeared  by  certain 
terriers  and  other  ancient  records,  constituted  the  glebe 
lands  of  the  said  rectory. 

That  in  or  as  of  Michaelmas  Term,  1714,  the  said  W. 
Plowden  filed  his  original  bill  of  complaint  in  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery,  at  Westminster,  against  the  said  J. 
Wilson,  and  also  against  the  Right  Reverend  Father  in 
God,  Richard,  then  Lord  Bishop  of  Peterborough,  within 
which  diocese  the  said  rectory  of  Aston  aforesaid  was  and 
is  situate,  and  thereby,  after  stating  the  said  agreement^ 
and  further  stating,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  said  W.  Plow* 
den  and  J.  Wilson,  to  shew  the  justice  of  their  design  is 
the  said  exchange  and  inclosure,  and  that  the  rights  of  the 
said  church  were  not  prejudiced,  but  meliorated  therebjf 
did,  in  the  month  of  April,  1714,  join  in  a  petition  to  the 
said  Bishop  of  Peterborough  to  inquire  by  commissioo 
into  the  nature  of  the  aforesaid  inclosure  and  exchange; 
and  that  the  said  bishop,  by  an  instrument  under  his  hand 
and  episcopal  seal,  dated  the  17th  day  of  May,  1714,  bad 
certified  the  same  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  churcht 
so  that  the  said  W.  Plowden  did  hope  to  enjoy  the  landi 
so  exchanged  as   aforesaid;  but  although   the  said  Wt 
Plowden  and  J.  Wilson  were  the  only  persons  interested, 
and  were  satisfied  as  to  the  quaUty  of  the  exchange^  and 
were  desirous  to  have  the  said  agreement  and  inclosure 
perfected  and  established,  yet  the  same  could  not  be  of  force 
to  bar  the  successors  of  the  said  J.  Wilson,  rectors  of  tha 
said  rectory,  unless  established  by  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery :  and  that  the  said  W.  Plowden  was  apprehoH 
sive,  in  case  he  should  at  any  time  improve  the  ground  in- 
closed and  exchanged  as  aforesaid,  it  would  encourage  the 
said  J.  Wilson's  successors  to  take  the  same,  on  pretence 
that  the  exchange  was  not  of  equal  value  at  the  time  of  the 
making  thereof;  and  the  said  bill  prayed  that  the  said  in* 
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closure,  exchange,  and  articles  of  agreement  might  be  es-        1837. 
tablisbed  and  directed  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  the       ,„  " 

^  Thorpe 

decree  of  the  said  High  Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  he  v. 

might  have  the  aid  and  assistance  of  the  said  Court. 

That  the  said  Bishop  of  Peterborough  duly  put  in  his 
answer  to  the  said  bill,  and  thereby  admitted  that  on  the 
petition  of  the  said  W.  Plowden  and  J.  Wilson,  to  him  the 
said  Bishop  of  Peterborough,  a  commission  did  issue  to 
inquire  into  the  nature  of  such  exchange  and  inclosure, 
and  whether  the  same  were  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
church  or  not ;  and  that  it  was  thereupon  found  to  be  much 
for  the  interest  of  the  said  church,  and  not  only  beneficial 
to  the  said  J.  Wilson,  but  also  would  be  so  to  his  succes- 
sors, rectors  of  the  said  church,  and  therefore  that  he, 
the  said  defendant,  was  willing  that  the  same  should  in  all 
respects  be  ratified  and  confirmed  by  the  decree  of  the 
said  Court  And  the  said  J.  Wilson  also  duly  appeared  to 
and  answered  the  said  bill,  and  by  his  answer  stated 
that  he  and  the  said  W.  Plowden  had  taken  all  precau- 
tions that  the  said  exchanges  and  inclosures  might  be  rea- 
sonable and  just,  and  no  party  prejudiced  thereby,  and 
that  he  the  said  J.  Wilson  was  ready  and  willing  to  ratify 
and  confirm  the  same,  and  desirous  also  that  the  same 
should  be  confirmed  and  established  by  the  decree  of  the 
Court. 

That  the  said  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  ^5th 
day  of  July,  1715,  before  Sir  John  Trevor,  the  then  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  who  did  order  and  decree  that  the  said 
articles  of  agreement  entered  into  between  the  said  W. 
Plowden  and  the  said  J.Wilson  should  be  performed, and 
that  the  said  exchange  of  lands  should  be  confirmed  and 
made  perpetual,  and  that  the  said  parties  should  hold  and 
enjoy  the  said  premises  according  to  the  said  exchange, 
and  that  conveyances  should  be  made  pursuant  thereto. 

That  some  short  time  afterwards  the  said  W.  Plowden 
told  and  conveyed  the  advowson  of  the  said  rectory  to 
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1837-  the  President  and  Scholars  of  Saint  John's  College^  in  the 
UniTersity  of  Oxford,  who,  as  the  defendants  belieredt 
purchased  the  same  with  full  knowledge  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, and  had  CTer  since  been  the  patrons  of  the  aaid 
church,  but  had  not  at  any  time  theretofore  queadoned  or 
impugned  the  said  agreement,  or  any  part  thereof  but 
had  acquiesced  in  and  assented  to  the  same. 

That  since  the  time  when  the  said  agreement  was  en* 
tered  into  and  established  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  manner  aforesaid,  the  whole  of  the  said  manor 
of  Aston-in-the- Walls  (except  the  said  several  pieces  of 
land,  parts  thereof,  which  in  and  by  the  said  agreement 
were  given  to  the  rectory  of  Aston)  had  been  tithe4reei 
and  that  no  payment  of  any  tithe  in  respect  of  the  said 
manor,  or  any  part  thereof,  except  as  aforesaid,  had  ever 
been  made  to  or  claimed  by  the  rectors  or  incttmbents  of 
the  parish  of  Aston,  but  such  rectors  of  Aston  had  alwajs 
held,  possessed,  and  enjoyed,  and  the  said  plaintiff,  u 
auch  rector,  did  then  hold,  possess,  and  enjoy  the  seversi 
pieces  of  land  by  the  said  agreement  given  or  annexed  to 
the  said  rectory  of  Aston,  and  the  several  privileges  se- 
cured to  the  rectors  of  the  said  church  by  the  same  agree* 
ment;  and  the  said  annuity  of  iOL  had  always  been  dulj 
paid  by  the  said  W.  Plowden  and  his  heirs  to  aoch  ree* 
tors,  and  had  been  duly  paid  to  and  received  by  the  said 
plaintiflT  as  such  rector  ever  since  he  became  the  iiienia- 
bent  of  the  said  rectory  up  to  Michaelmas,  1832 ;  aad  the 
aaid  plaintiff  had  during  his  incumbency  holden  and  en- 
joyed the  said  lands,  and  received  and  taken  the  aaid  sn- 
nual  sum  of  40L,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  aaid  exchange 
and  agre^nent,  and  in  affirmance  thereof,  and  in  lieu  sod 
aatisfinetion  of  all  tithes  of  the  said  manor,  and  had  theieby» 
as  the  defendants  submitted  and  insisted,  assented  to  and 
confirmed  the  said  agreement,  and  was  bound  thereby. 

That  the  aaid  plaintiff  was  presented,  inatituted*  and 
inducted  into  the  rectory  and  pariah  church  of  Aatoa4a* 
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Walls  some  time  in  or  about  the  month  of  December,         1637* 
1831,  and  that  the  said  plaintiff*  was  duly  and  regularly        ,*,        ^ 
presented,  instituted,  and  inducted  to  the  said  rectory,  «• 

and  had  ever  since  been  and  was  then  the  lawful  rector  of 
Uie  said  parish  and  parish  church,  and  had,  ever  since  his 
said  induction  up  to  Michaelmas  in  the  said  year  1832, 
duly  and  regularly  received  the  said  annuity  of  40/.  as  and 
by  way  of  satisfaction  of  all  tithes  issuing  out  of  the  lands 
occupied  by  the  said  defendants  as  thereinafter  stated,  and 
had  also  been  and  then  was  in  the  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  several  pieces  of  land  given  to  the  rectory  of 
the  said  parish  church  under  the  said  exchange. 

That,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  they  denied  that,  as 
such  rector  as  in  the  said  bill  alleged,  the  plaintiff"  had 
ever  since  his  said  presentation,  institution,  and  induction 
been,  or  that  be  then  was,  entitled  to  have,  receive,  and 
take  all  the  tithes,  both  great  and  small,  yearly  arising, 
growing,  renewing,  and  increasing  within  the  said  parish 
and  rectory,  and  the  titheable  places  thereof.  The  defend- 
ants admitted  that  they,  in  and  previously  to  the  year 
18S1,  respectively  held  and  occupied,  and  that  they  had 
erer  since  held  and  occupied,  and  did  then  hold  and  oc- 
cupy the  several  farms  and  lands  described  in  their  an- 
swer^ and  that  they  had  the  several  titheable  matters 
stated  in  their  answer.  They  admitted  that,  for  the  rea- 
sons therein  stated,  they  had  not  set  out  or  rendered  the 
tithes  of  such  titheable  matters  or  things,  or  made  any 
recompence  or  satisfaction  for  the  same,  inasmuch  as 
the  plaintiff^  had  duly  and  regularly  been  paid  the  afore- 
said annuity  of  40/.  up  to  Michaelmas  in  the  year 
183S,  since  which  time  be  had  refused  to  receive  it, 
in  lieu  and  composition  of  all  such  tithes,  according  to  the 
said  articles  of  agreement ;  and  the  plaintiff*  had  never 
given  any  notice  to  the  defendants,  and  never  made  any 
application  to  the  said  defendants  to  set  out  their  tithes, 
j«e?iQUsly  to  the  ^onth  of  June  then  last. 
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They  had  heard  that  tithes  in  kind  were  paid  for  or  in 
respect  of  the  lands  then  occupied  by  them  before  the  said 
agreement  and  exchange. 

They  believed  that  the  said  composition  and  exchange 
were  very  advantageous  to  the  church  and  rectory  of  the 
parish  of  Aston,  and  were  entered  into  with  a  due  regard 
to  the  probable  future  increased  value  of  the  tithes  of  the 
manor  of  Aston,  inasmuch  as  the  value  of  such  tithes,  at 
the  date  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  was  much  be- 
low the  sum  of  40/.  per  annum,  and  that  the  said  tithes 
had  been  shortly  bePore  let  on  lease  at  a  rent  of  844.  per 
annum. 

They  submitted  and  insisted  that  the  aforesaid  agree- 
ment was  entire,  and  that  the  composition  for  tithes,  and 
the  exchange  thereby  made,  was  one  contract  and  transac- 
tion, and  that  the  said  W.  Plowden,  party  thereto,  would 
not  have  given  in  exchange  the  lands  which  were  then 
so  given  by  him  to  the  rectors  of  the  said  parish  but  for 
such  contract  and  engagement  to  accept  the  said  annuity 
in  lieu  and  perpetual  satisfaction  of  the  said  tithes;  and 
therefore,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
composition  was  no  longer  subsisting,  then  the  defendants 
submitted  that  the  exchange  of  the  glebe  lands  of  the  said 
parish  of  Aston  for  other  parts  of  the  common  fields  of 
the  said  parish  comprised  in  the  said  articles,  was  void, 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  as  such  rector,  ought  to  give  up  and 
reconvey  the  several  pieces  of  land  then  in  his  occupation 
and  enjoyment,  and  which  were  so  exchanged  for  the 
glebe  lands  of  the  said  parish  under  the  said  agreement; 
and  they  submitted  that  Edmund  Plowden,  who  was  then 
the  lord  of  the  said  manor  of  Aston,  ought  to  be  madei 
party  to  the  suit,  and  that  the  Court  could  make  no  de- 
cree in  his  absence. 

The  plaintiff  amended  his  bill,  by  making  the  defend- 
ant,  Edmund  Plowden,  a  party  thereto. 

The  defendant  Plowden  put  in  a  plea  to  the  plaintiff 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 


Ml 


bill,  by  which  he  pleaded  in  bar  the  agreement,  and  the 
decree  in  Chancery  establishing  it,  stated  in  the  answer 
of  the  other  defendants,  and  also  the  statute  the  ^  8c  3 
Will.  4,  c*  100,  fur  shortening  the  time  required  in  claims 
of  modus  decimandi,  or  exemption  from  or  discharge  of 
tithes  (a). 


1837. 
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(a)  By  the  Ist  section  of  this 
sUtote  it  is  enacted,  "  That  all 
prescriptions  and  clums  of  or  for 
Any  modus  decimandi^  or  of  or  to 
any  exemption  from  or  discharge 
of  tithes,  hy  composition  real  or 
otherwise,  shall,  in  cases  where  the 
render  of  tithes  in  kind  shall  be 
hereafter  demanded  by  our  Liord 
the  King,  his  heirs  or  successors,  or 
by  any  Duke  of  Cornwall,  or  by  any 
lay  person  not  being  a  corporation 
sole,  or  by  any  body  corporate  of 
many,  whether  temporal  or  spiri- 
tnal,  be  sustained,  and  be  deemed 
good  and  ?alid  in  law,  upon 
evidence  shewing,  in  cases  of 
daim  of  a  modus  decimandi,  the 
payment  or  render  of  such  modus, 
and  in  cases  of  claim  to  exemption 
or  discharge,  shelving  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  land  without  pay- 
ment or  render  of  tithes,  money, 
or  other  matter  in  lieu  thereof,  for 
the  full  period  of  thirty  years  next 
before  the  time  of  such  demand, 
wiless,  in  the  case  of  claim  of  a 
modus  decimandi,  the  actual  pay« 
ment  or  render  of  tithes  in  kind, 
or  of  money,  or  other  thing  dif- 
feringin  amount,  quality,  or  quan- 
tity from  the  modus  claimed,  or 
in  case  of  claim  to  exemption  or 
discharge,  the  render  or  payment 
of  tithes,  or  of  money,  or  other 
matter  in  lien  thereof,  shall  be 
shewn  to  have  taken  place  at  some 


time  prior  to  such  thirty  years,  or 
it  shall  be  proved  that  such  pay- 
ment or  render  of  modus  was 
made  or  enjoyment  had  by  some 
consent  or  agreement  expressly 
made  or  given  for  that  purpose 
by  deed  or  writing ;  and  if  such 
proof  in  support  of  the  claim  shall 
be  extended  to  the  full  period  of 
sixty  years  next  before  the  time 
of  such  demand,  in  such  case  the 
claim  shall  be  deemed  absolute 
and  indefeasible,  unless  it  shall  be 
proved  that  such  payment  or 
render  of  modus  was  made  or  en- 
joyment had  by  some  consent  or 
agreement  expressly  made  or 
given  for  that  purpose  by  deed  or 
writing ;  and  where  the  render  of 
tithes  in  kind  shall  be  demanded 
by  any  archbishop,  bishop,  dean, 
prebendary,  parson,  vicar,  master 
of  hospital,  or  other  corporation 
sole,  whether  spiritual  or  temporal, 
then  every  such  prescription  or 
claim  shall  be  valid  and  indefeasi- 
ble, upon  evidence  shewing  such 
payment  or  render  of  modus  made 
or  enjoyment  had,  as  is  herein- 
before mentioned,  applicable  to 
the  nature  of  the  claim  for  and 
during  the  whole  time  that  two 
persons  in  succession  shall  have 
held  the  office  or  benefice  in  re- 
spect whereof  such  render  of 
tithes  in  kind  shall  be  claimed,  and 
for  not  less  than  three  years  after 
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This  plea,  on  argument  bePore  the  Lord  Chief  Baron, 
was  overruled,  and  the  defendant  Plowden  thereupon  put 
in  an  answer,  stating  the  agreement,  the  decree  in  Chancery, 
and  other  circumstances  stated  in  the  answers  of  the  other 
defendants,  and  which  had  previously  been  stated  by  him 
in  his  plea,  and  insisting  on  the  validity  of  the  agreement, 
and  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  100. 
The  defendant  also  stated,  that  since  the  making  of  the  said 
agreement,  and  before  the  filing  of  the  said  bill,  there  had 
been  more  than  three  lawful  rectors  of  the  Sftid  parish,  and 
more  than  sixty  years  had  elapsed ;  and  he  submitted 
that  on  that  ground  also  he  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  statute,  and  the  said  defendant  claimed  to  be  allowed 
the  benefit  thereof  in  like  manner,  as  if  he  had  pleaded  the 


the  appointment  and  institution  or 
indbction  of  a  third  person  thereto : 
FroTided  always,  that  if  the  whole 
time  of  the  holding  of  such  two 
persons  shall  be  less  than  sixty 
years,  then  it  shall  be  necessary  to 
shew  such  payment  or  render  of 
modut  made  or  enjoyment  had  (as 
the  case  may  be)  not  only  during 
the  whole  of  such  timet  but  aUo 
during  such  further  number  of 
years,  either  before  or  after  such 
time,  or  partly  before  and  partly 
after,  as  shall  with  such  time  be 
sufficient  to  make  up  the  full 
period  of  sixty  years,  and  also  for 
and  during  the  further  period  of 
three  years  after  the  appointment 
and  institution  or  induction  of  a 
third  person  to  the  same  office  or 
benefice,  unless  it  shall  be  proved 
that  such  payment  or  render  of 
modus  was  made  or  enjoyment  had 
by  some  consent  or  agreement 
expressly  made  or  given  for  that 
purpose  by  deed  or  writing." 


By  section  2  it  is  enacted,  ''Thai 
every  compoation  for  tithes  which 
hath  been  made  or  confirmed  by 
the  decree  of  any  court  of  equity  in 
England  in  a  suit  to  wluch  the  or£- 
nary,  patron,  and  incumbent  were 
parties,  and  which  hath  not  naee 
been  set  aside,  abandoned^  er  de- 
parted from,  shall  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  confirmed  and  made 
ralid  in  law ;  and  that  no  modas, 
exemption,  or  discharge  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  within  the  profisioos 
of  this  act,  unless  such  modo^ 
exemption,  or  discharge  shall  be 
proved  to  have  existed  and  been 
acted  upon  at  the  time  of  or  within 
one  year  next  bef^Mre  the  passing 
of  this  act." 

And  by  the  drd  sectiea  It  b 
enacted,  <*  That  this  act  shall  nal 
be  prejudidal  or  available  to  or 
for  any  plaintiff  or  defendant  ia 
any  suit  or  action  relative  to  aay 
of  the  matters  before  mentioned, 
now  commenced." 
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same  in  bar  to  bar  the  bill.     That,  if  the  Court  should  be         1837* 
of  opinion  that  the  said  lands  were  not,  under  the  circum-       . 
stances  aforesaid,  discharged  of  tithes,  and  that  the  said  »• 

plaintiff  was  not  bound  by  the  said  agreement,  then  the 
said  defendant  submitted  that  the  agreement  was  one 
entire  agreement^  and  must  and  ought  to  be  altogether 
avoided  and  set  aside,  and  that  the  lands  and  other  privi- 
leges given  to  the  rector  of  the  said  parish  in  exchange 
as  aforesaid,  and  which  were  then  held  and  enjoyed  by 
the  plaintiff,  must  be  restored  to  the  defendant,  who,  in 
that  case^  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  estate  and  interest 
nrhich  the  said  W.  Plowden  had  therein  previously  to 
the  exchange;  and  he  insisted  that  the  said  plaintiff 
could  not  have  any  decree  for  an  account  of  tithes  against 
the  other  defendants  to  the  said  bill  until  he  should 
have  restored  to  him  (the  defendant  Plowden)  the  lands 
and  other  privileges  which  were  then  held  and  enjoyed  by 
the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid^  and  had  taken  back  the  ancient 
glebe  of  the  said  rectory,  which  the  defendant  Plowden  was 
willing  and  thereby  submitted  to  give  up,  in  case  the  said 
agreement  was  avoided,  upon  having  the  said  lands  and 
other  privileges,  then  enjoyed  by  the  said  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid,  restored  to  him. 

Both  parties  entered  into  evidence. 

The  plaintiff  proved  his  presentation,  institution^  and 
induction ; — that  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  except 
the  defendants  in  the  present  suit,  compounded  for  their 
tithes  with  the  plaintiff  as  rector;  and  he  also  proved 
several  ancient  terriers. 

The  defendants  proved  by  several  old  witnesses  their 
knowledge  of  the  farms  occupied  by  the  defendants,  and 
that  they  were  the  lands  of  the  defendant  Edmund  Plow- 
den, and  formerly  of  his  ancestor  W.  Plowden.  That 
tithes  had  not,  within  their  memory,  been  paid  or  received 
in  respect  of  such  farms  and  lands,  and  that  the  same  were 
reputed  to  be  free  from  tithes  in  consequence  of  an  allot* 
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ment  of  140  acres  of  land  to  the  rector,  and  an  annuity  of 
40/.  a  year,  and  that  the  value  of  the  140  acres  of  land  was 
2801.  a  year.  The  defendants  also  proved  various  receipts 
for  the  annuity,  one  of  them  given  by  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
fendants likewise  gave  in  evidence  the  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  referred  to  in  the  answer,  and  a  copy  of  the 
agreement  of  the  1st  March,  181 1  ;  which  latter  document 
was  proved  to  come  out  of  the  custody  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  deeds  securing  the  annuity  of  40/.  Various 
title-deeds  of  the  Plowden  family  were  given  in  evi- 
dence, and  terriers  and  other  documents  were  produced 
from  the  Bishop's  registry.  As  the  general  effect  of  the 
evidence  was  not  disputed,  and  corresponded  with  the 
case  made  by  the  answers,  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  it  in 
detail. 


Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Griffith  Richards,  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— ^The  arrangement  set  up  by  the  defendants  in  this 
case  is  not  merely  voidable,  but  actually  void,  under 
the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  10,  s.  3  (or).     And  this  point  has 


(a)  "  And  that  for  long  and 
unreasonable  leases  made  by  col- 
legeSi  deans,  and  chapters,  par- 
sons, vicars,  and  others  having 
spiritual  promotions,  be  the  chief 
causes  of  the  dilapidations  and  the 
decay  of  all  spiritual  livings  and 
hospitality,  and  the  utter  impover- 
ishing of  all  successors,  incum- 
bents in  the  same,  be  it  enacted,  by 
the  authority  aforesaid,  that  from 
henceforth  all  leases,  gifts,  grants, 
feoffments,  conveyances,  or  estates 
to  be  made,  had,  done,  or  suffered 
by  any  master  and  fellows  of  any 
college,  dean  and  chapter  of  any 
cathedral  or  collegiate  church, 
master  or  guardian  of  any  hos- 
pital, parson,  vicar,  or  any  other, 
having  any  spiritual  or  ecclesiasti- 


cal living,  or  any  houses,  laods, 
tithes,  tenements,  or  other  herefi- 
taments,  being  any  parcel  of  the 
possessions  of  any  such  eollege, 
cathedral^  church,  chapel,  hospitil, 
parsonage,  vicarage,  or  other  spi- 
ritual promotion,  or  anywise  ap- 
pertMning  or  belonging  to  the 
same  or  any  of  them,  to  any  per- 
son or  persons,  bodies  poKde  or 
corporate,  other  than  for  the  term 
of  one-and-twenty  years,  or  three 
lives,  from  the  time  as  any  socli 
lease  or  grant  shall  be  made  or 
granted,  whereupon  the  accm- 
tomed  yearly  rent  or  more  shall 
be  reserved,  and  payable  yearly 
during  the  said  term,  shall  be  ut- 
terly void  and  of  none  eStdf  to 
all  intents,  conitnictions,  and  par- 
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been  decided-in  The  Altof^ney-GeneralY.Cholmondeley  (a).         1837. 
In  that  case  an  agreement  had  been  made  between  the  rector 
and  inhabitants,  by  which  certain  lands  were  allotted  to  the  «. 

rector  in  lieu  of  the  glebe,  together  with  a  pecuniary 
stipend  or  compensation  in  lieu  of  tithes ;  and  after  a 
decree  establishing  the  arrangement,  and  an  acquiescence 
of  eighty  years,  the  arrangement  was  set  aside  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  succeeding  incumbent.  The  great  and  principal 
objection  to  such  an  arrangement  is,  that  no  sufficient 
provision  can  be  made  for  the  increasing  value  of  the  tithes. 
In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff,  who  was  no  party  to  the 
arrangement,  is  sought  to  be  deprived  of  his  legal  right  to 
tithes^  and  this  is  endeavoured  to  be  effected  by  occupiers 
who  are  not  proved  to  have  any  interest  in  the  lands  in 
question.  If  this  transaction  were  supported,  the  effect 
would  be  wholly  to  defeat  the  disabling  statutes.  The 
present  case  cannot  in  principle  be  distinguished  from  The 
Aiiorney^General  v.  Cholmondeley. 

Mr.  Boteler,  and  Mr.  Beihell,  for  the  defendants. — The 
plaintiff^  by  filing  his  bill  for  an  account  of  tithes,  neces- 
sarily seeks  to  open  the  agreement.  He  ought  not  however 
to  be  permitted  thus  indirectly  to  open  the  agreement 
partially.  He  ought,  as  in  The  Attomey'General  y.  ChoU 
vmondeley,  to  have  applied  to  open  the  whole  agreement, 
and  to  have  an  account  taken  of  the  tithes  merely  as  in- 
cidental to  the  opening  of  the  agreement.  In  The  Attorney' 
General  y.  Cholmondeley ^  the  plaintiff  offered  to  give  up 
the  lands  allotted  to  the  rector  in  lieu  of  the  glebe.  In 
the  present  case  no  such  offer  is  made  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendants  contend  that  the  agreement  is  one  entire 
agreement,  and  that  no  partial  relief  can  be  given — that 

poses,  soy  law,  custom,  or  usage  Amb.  610 ;  3  Bam.  El.  7  edit. 

to  the  contrary  in  anywise  not-  439;   Qmll.   914;   2   Eagle   & 

withstanding.'*  Younge,  203. 
(a)  2  Ed.304;  6  Bro.  P.  C.332; 
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1837.  the  agreement  must  be  altogether  aToided,  or  not  at  all 
"  "  — and  that,  in  this  question,  the  plaintiff  is  not  alone 
9,  concerned,   but  that  the  patron  and  the  ordinary  are 

TTiHOLKT.  ui^^^j^  interested.  The  defendants  undertake  to  proTc 
that  the  arrangement  not  only  was  at  the  time  when 
it  was  entered  into,  but  is  now,  a  beneficial  arrangement 
for  the  rector.  If  it  were  not,  the  plaintiff  is  precluded, 
by  the  late  statute,  from  setting  it  aside.  He  is  now 
too  late  to  file  a  bill  for  that  purpose  against  the  ordinary. 
In  Aiierbury  ▼.  Turner^  and  Lord  Noithtgkam  t.  Aiter- 
bury  (o),  an  agreement  for  an  exchange  of  glebe  lands 
between  a  former  rector  and  lord  of  the  manor  was 
established,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be  miscbieTOUs 
and  of  dangerous  consequence  to  question  such  ancient 
exchanges,  and  throw  open  such  ancient  inclosurea  after  so 
long  an  enjoyment  on  all  sides,  although  it  might  not 
appear  that  the  consent  of  the  ordinary  was  at  first  had 
thereto;  and  a  perpetual  injunction  was  issued  to  the  rector 
to  stay  all  suits  brought  or  to  be  brought  touching  any 
matter  settled  by  the  decree.  In  that  case,  therefore, 
the  rector  not  only  did  not  obtain  a  decree,  but  he  was 
decreed  to  be  bound  by  the  arrangement.  The  defend- 
ants insist,  that  so  long  as  the  rector  thinks  fit  to  take  the 
benefit  of  one  part  of  the  arrangement,  he  ought  not  to 
be  permitted  to  repudiate  the  remainder  of  it.  A  strong 
distinction  between  this  case  and  The  Aiiorttey-General  y. 
Cholmomdeley  is,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  incumbent 
sought  to  undo  the  whole  arrangement,  and  offered  to  gire 
up  the  land  allotted  in  exchange  for  the  glebe.  The  at- 
tention of  the  plaintiff*  was  distinctly  called  to  this  point 
by  the  answers  in  the  present  suit,  but  the  plaintiff  has 
thought  fit  to  proceed  to  a  hearing  without  amending  hb 
bill.     It  may  be  collected  from  the  case  of  The  Attorney' 

(a)  i  Eagle  &  Yoonge,  543. 
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General  v.  Ckolmondeleyj  as  reported  in  Ambler,  that  the         1837* 
court  below   held  that  the  agreement  was  not  an  entire       thorpb 
agreement,  and  also  that  no  compensation  was  allowed  for  ** 

the  increasing  value  of  the  lands;  for  Lord  Norihington 
in  hit  judgment  states  :  **  I  have  no  reason  to  think  that 
the  lands  allotted  to  the  parson  were  for  more  than  his 
glebe  and  tithes.  It  is  the  quality  of  the  land  and  not  the 
quantity  which  must  determine  the  extent  of  the  composi- 
tion. In  all  the  acts  of  Parliament  which  are  made  upon 
compositions  with  parsons,  they  are  allowed  a  compensa- 
tion for  tithes  upon  improvements  tit  futuro.  Had  a  sum 
been  paid  by  the  defendants  originally,  by  way  of  increase 
of  titbesi  they  bad  stood  on  a  different  footing ;  for  then 
they  would  have  been  purchasers  for  a  valuable  considera* 
tion  by  allowing  for  the  future  improvements.  It  would 
have  suspended  the  equity  of  tliis  Court  by  setting  up 
equity  against  equity,  and  the  parties  would  have  been  left 
to  their  remedy  at  law  (a)."  As  no  reasons  are  given  for  the 
judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords,  it  is  not  unfair  to  pre- 
sume that  the  judgment  proceeded  on  similar  grounds 
with  these  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below. 
There  were  distinct  allotments  in  that  case  also  in 
respect  of  the  tithes  and  in  respect  of  the  glebe.  In  the 
present  case  the  exchange  is  entire,  and  we  have  distinct 
evidence  that  the  exchange  is  even  now  beneficial  to  the 
rector.  The  land  allotted  to  him  on  the  exchange  has  gone 
on  progressively  improving  to  the  same  extent  as  the  glebe 
land,  and  it  is  inequitable  that  he  should  retain  both. 
{/llderson,  B. — Why  is  the  landlord  a  necessary  party  to 
the  suit  ?]  He  is  interested,  because  the  agreement  which 
18  thus  indirectly  sought  to  be  set  aside  is  one  entire  agree- 
ment. [Alderson^  B. — Can  the  agreement  be  supported 
under  Lord  Tenterden's  Act?]  We  contend  that  it  is 
protected  by  the  statute.  It  is  true  the  plaintiff  filed  his 
bill  against  the  defendants,  the  occupiers,  before  the  ex- 

(«)  Ambl.  511. 


Thorpe 
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1837-         piration  of  the  time  limited  by  the  act,  but  he  did  not 
make  the  defendant  Plowdcn  a  party  until  after  the  ei- 
V.  piration  of  that   period.     The   defendant  Plowden  hu 

taken  the  same  objection  by  his  answer  which  he  raised  by 
his  plea,  that  he  is  not  a  defendant  to  any  suit  instituted 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  act ;  and  that  the  agree- 
menty  so  far  as  he  is  concerned ,  is  therefore  good  and 
valid.  If  good  and  valid  as  to  him  it  must  be  so  as  to  the 
ordinary,  who  is  not  even  now  a  party.  Lord  AUnger 
disposed  of  this  question,  on  the  argument  of  the  plea,  by 
holding  that  the  tithes  were  the  subject  of  the  suit,  and 
that  proceedings  had  been  instituted  in  sufficient  time  with 
reference  to  the  subject  of  the  suit.  [Alderson,  B«— 
There  is  only  one  suit,  and  it  must  be  good  as  to  all  or 
none.  The  defendant  Plowden  is  clearly  a  party  to  a  suit 
instituted  within  the  time  Hmited  by  the  act.]  The  suit 
would  have  been  incomplete  without  him.  [Aldersou,  E 
— What  decree  can  I  possibly  make  against  Mr.  Plowden 
in  this  suit  ?  He  is  not  an  occupier.  How  can  I  make  any 
decree  for  tithes  against  him  ?]  The  rector  having  ac- 
cepted the  provision  made  for  him  under  the  arrange- 
ment, cannot  have  any  relief  in  this  suit.  The  rector  is  in 
possession  of  the  land  allotted  to  him,  and  has  accepted 
the  annuity  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  for  the 
agreement  is  proved  to  have  come  out  of  his  custody* 
By  these  acts  he  has,  in  effect,  become  a  party  to  the  a^ 
rangement,  and  is  prevented  from  complaining  of  the 
transaction  during  his  incumbency.  He  has  elected  to 
take  under  the  agreement,  and  is  debarred  from  setting  it 
aside.  The  great  object  of  the  Court  is  to  do  complete 
equity,  and  to  avoid  multiplicity  of  suits.  Where  there 
would  be  cross  actions  at  law,  and  one  party  comes  into 
equity,  the  Court  always  imposes  terms.  Where  a  party 
seeks  relief  in  respect  of  usury,  that  reUef  is  only  granted 
to  him  upon  the  terms  of  repaying  the  money  actually 


Mattinqley. 
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borrowed 9  and  interest.     So  in  Kneble  v.  White  (a),  it  was         1837. 

held  that  a  bill  for  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits      "    ' 

Thorpe 

received  by  the  grantee  of  an  annuity  in  possession  of  the  ^^  *. 
premises  charged  with  the  annuity,  should  contain  an  offer 
by  the  plaintiff*  either  to  redeem  the  annuity  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  deed^  or  to  repurchase  it  upon 
equitable  terms  to  be  settled  by  the  Court.  The  Court 
is  bound  to  give  complete  relief.  The  Legislature,  in 
passing  the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  never  contemplated 
or  intended  that  a  party  should  evade  the  question  of 
the  validity  or  invalidity  of  an  agreement  like  the  present 
by  filing  a  bill  simply  for  tithes.  The  virtually  setting 
aude  of  the  agreement  by  decreeing  an  account  of  the 
tithes^  would  be  most  inequitable  in  its  operation,  for 
the  defendant  would  have  no  means  of  getting  back  the 
lands  allotted  to  the  rector  in  exchange,  and  the  annuity  or 
stipend,  being  secured  by  deeds,  would  still  be  payable. 
This  is  not  such  a  suit  as  the  statute  intended  to  protect. 
The  former  decisions  ought  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
to  bind  the  Court  in  this  case  ;  but  if  bound  by  those  deci- 
sions, still  the  Court  will  only  assist  the  plaintiff*  on  condi* 
Uon  of  his  doing  complete  equity. 

Mr.  Swansiofif  in  reply. — Any  observations  which  might 
otherwise  arise  on  the  effect  of  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  are 
wholly  removed  by  the  remark,  that  transactions  of  the 
present  description  were  clearly  void  before  the  passing  of 
that  statute,  and  are  not,  therefore,  in  any  manner  pro- 
tected by  the  provisions  contained  in  it.  [Aldersoriy  B. — 
The  only  real  point  is  the  question  raised  on  the  equity  of 
the  case.]  The  demand  of  the  plaintiff  is  a  legal  demand, 
and  a  suit  in  equity  is  only  necessary  to  assert  the  legal 
right,  and  the  account  is  ancillary.  No  legal  bar  has  been 
shewn  to  the  legal  right  asserted  by  the  plaintiff*.    Tithes 

(a)  2  YouDge  &  CoUyer,  16. 
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1837-         may*  of  course,  be  the  subject  of  equitable  jurisdiction ; 

.  but  a  mere  suit  for  tithes  is  the  assertion  of  a  legal  right 

v>  only.   The  legal  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  to  tithes 

is  not  disputed.  The  only  question  in  the  suit  is,  whether 
the  rector's  legal  right  to  tithes  is  barred,  not  whether 
there  is  any  defence  to  his  right.  The  equity  assertied  by 
the  defendants  is  not  an  equity  qualifying  the  rector'9  legal 
right,  but  a  distinct  equity  opposed  to  his  leg^I  right 
No  case  of  election  arises  in  the  present  case.  Election 
necessarily  implies  an  option.  There  is  no  evidence  of 
any  option  having  been  given  to  the  plaintiff.  A  portion 
of  the  evidence  put  in  by  the  defendants  consisted  of  re- 
ceipts given  by  the  plaintiff  to  Plowden  for  the  annuity. 
These  receipts  are  confined  to  only  one  year ;  and  thf» 
plaintiff,  during  the  first  year,  was  ignorant  of  his  rights. 
There  could  be  no  election  without  a  full  knowledge  op  his 
part  of  his  rights  as  rector.  The  Aiiornejf-General  v.  CIM* 
mondeley  was  an  equitable  suit,  and  not  a  mere  suit  Cnt 
tithes,  asserting  only  a  legal  right  It  seems  to  have  be^  the 
practice  at  one  time  to  establish  agreements  of  this  d^ 
scription  by  decrees,  which  were  perfectly  useless,  the 
agreements  being  absolutely  void  and  incapable  of  con- 
firmation.  [Alderson,  B. — The  practice  seems  to  have 
originated  with  Edgerley  v.  Price  (a).]  EdgerUy  v.  Price 
is  reported  in  a  book  of  very  questionable  authority  ;  but  it 
is  proper  to  say,  that  in  examining  several  of  the  cases  in 
that  book  with  Lord  Noiiingham's  manuscripts,  I  have 
found  it  generally  correct  Edgerley  vJPrice  is  not  in  Lord 
NoiiingAants  manuscripts.  In  The  A  Homey- General  ^p 
Cholmondeley  there  was  no  offer  on  the  part  of  tlie  plaintiff, 
as  was  supposed  in  the  argument  for  tlie  defeiidaats  in 
this  case,  to  give  up  the  land ;  and  the  biUf  in  Uiat  case, 
was  not  a  bill  for  tithes,  but  a  bill  to  reacind  tlie  agnsj^• 
ment,  and  the  suit  was  therefore  an  appUcatioa  bo  the 

(a)  Fiach,  18. 
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equity  of  the  Court*  and  not  the  assertion  in  a  court  of 
equity  of  a  legal  right. 


The  Court  took  time  to  consider,  expressing  a  desire,    ^^^'^'''o^*^- 
if  possiblei  to  support  ao  agreement  which  had  been  acted 
upoo  for  so  many  years. 


AlbbrsoNi  B. — The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  for  an 
account  of  tithes.  The  defence  set  up  by  the  answer,  in 
substance,  is  an  arrangement  entered  into  by  all  proper 
parties  after  the  disabling  statutes,  by  which  certain  lands 
were  assigned  over  by  the  owner  to  the  rector,  and  certain 
priyileges  were  given  to  him,  together  with  an  annuity  of 
40/.  a-year;  and  in  consideration  of  this  the  rector  agreed, 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  successors,  to  exchange  certain 
lands  then  forming  the  glebe  of  the  rectory,  and  also  to 
give  up  the  tithes  of  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  the 
present  plaintiff  now  claims  the  tithes.  It  does  not  very 
distinctly  appear  from  the  agreement  whether  the  40/. 
a-year  was  assigned  for  the  tithes  and  privileges,  or  for 
either  of  them,  or  for  which  in  particular.  In  the  view, 
however,  which  I  take  of  the  case,  the  point  is  not  very 
materiaL  The  agreement  appears  to  have  been  examined 
with  great  care  by  the  then  bishop,  and  he  appears  to 
have  taken  great  pains  to  ascertain  whether  it  was  fair  and 
reasonable.  He  certified  that  the  arrangement  was  ad- 
vantageous to  the  church,  and  at  that  time  it  probably 
was  so.  The  bishop  being  thus  satisfied,  the  agreement 
was  subsequently  confirmed  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  The  question  now,  therefore,  to  be  considered, 
is^  whether  this  agreement,  so  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  forms  a  sufiicient  defence  to  the  demand  in  this 
suit. 

There  is  no  question  that  such  an  agreement  may  now 
be  valid  under  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  the  provisions  in 
which  clearly  apply  to  the  present  case. 


Feb.  15/A. 
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1837.  The  real  question  is,  whether  this  agreementi  though  con- 

-  firmed  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  was  not 

V.  absolutely  void,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  of  the 

ATTiKOLBT.  j^^^^y^  General V.  Cholmondeley  decided  this  question.  It 
seems  impossible  to  understand  how  the  Court  of  Chancery 
ever  assumed  to  exercise  jurisdiction  to  confirm  such  agree- 
mentSf  except  it  did  so  upon  what  was  considered  a  me- 
taphor rather  than  a  rulei  the  church  being  metaphori- 
cally considered  as  a  minor^  and  that  those  rules  which 
applied  to  a  minor  also  applied  to  the  church ;  and  therefore 
that  the  same  protection  which  was  afforded  to  a  muior^ 
the  Court  had  equal  authority  to  give  to  the  church.  The 
jurisdiction  appears  to  me  to  have  originated  in  some  such 
notion  as  this^  and  it  shews  the  dangerof  courts  of  justice 
using  metaphors  in  their  judgments,  for  the  whole  appears 
to  have  proceeded  in  the  misuse  of  a  metaphor.  The 
case  of  The  Attorney-General  v.  Cholmondeley  brought 
back  the  rule  to  what  seems  to  he  within  fiur  and  reason- 
able grounds.  If  any  thing  is  made  void  by  an  act  of  Par- 
liamenti  on  the  ground  of  public  policy,  then,  although 
there  might  be  some  fair  and  honest  agreements,  yet,  as 
the  majority  of  such  agreements  were  notoriously  unfair 
and  dishonest,  public  policy  required  that  such  trans- 
actions should  not  be  allowed  to  stand.  A  small  good  must 
be  sacrificed  to  prevent  a  great  evil,  which  would  neces- 
sarily arise  without  such  a  provision,  and  the  public  policy 
requires  that  the  statute  should  be  confirmed.  I  cannot 
understand  how  any  court  of  justice  could  set  itself 
up  against  the  legislature  and  say,  that  that  which  the  le- 
gislature had  declared  to  be  void,  on  the  ground  of  pub- 
lic policy,  the  Court  would  confirm  by  its  decree.  AUer' 
bury  V.  Turner  appears  to  me  to  be  a  most  singular  deci- 
sion ;  for  though  the  precise  point  arose  in  that  case,  yet 
the  Court,  in  the  whole  course  of  its  judgment,  never 
seems  to  have  noticed  the  fact  that  the  agreement  had 
been  made  after  the  dbabling  statutes,  but  merely  slates 
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equity  of  the  Court,  and  not  the  assertion  in  a  court  of         1837. 
equity  of  a  legal  right.  ^^^^ 


V. 

Mattinqlbt. 


At  the  close  of  the  argument,  Alderson^  B.,  said,  that 
be  should  take  time  to  consider  the  case,  expressing  a 
desire,  if  possible,  to  support  an  agreement  which  had 
been  acted  upon  for  so  many  years. 

Aldbrson,  B. — The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  for  an  Wtdm/adi^^ 
account  of  tithes.  The  defence  set  up  by  the  answer,  in 
substance,  is  an  arrangement  entered  into  by  all  proper 
parties  after  the  disabling  statutes,  by  which  certain  lands 
were  assigned  over  by  the  owner  to  the  rector,  and  certain 
privileges  were  given  to  him,  together  with  an  annuity  of 
iOL  a  year;  and  in  consideration  of  this  the  rector  agreed, 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  his  successors,  to  exchange  cer- 
tain lands  then  forming  the  glebe  of  the  rectory,  and  also 
to  giye  up  the  tithes  of  the  lands  which  the  present  plaintiff 
now  claims.  It  does  not  very  distinctly  appear  from  the 
agreement  whether  the  40/.  a  year  was  assigned  for  the 
tithes  and  privileges,  or  for  either  of  them,  or  for  which  in 
particular.  In  the  view,  however,  which  I  take  of  the  case, 
the  point  is  not  very  material.  The  agreement  appears  to 
bave  been  examined  with  great  care  by  the  then  bishop,  and 
he  appears  to  have  taken  great  pains  to  ascertai  whether  it 
was  fair  and  reasonable.  He  certified  thaetn«?(fiTangement 
was  advantageous  to  the  ohurch,  and  at  that  time  it  probably 
was  so.  The  bishop  being  thus  satisfied,  the  agreement 
was  subsequently  confirmed  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  The  question  now,  therefore,  to  be  considered, 
18,  whether  this  agreement,  so  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  forms  a  sufficient  defence  to  the  demand  in 
this  suit. 

There  is  no  question  that  such  an  agreement  would  now 
be  valid  under  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  the  provisions  in 
which  clearly  apply  to  the  present  case. 

VOL.  II.  Q  O  IQ.  EX. 
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1837*  The  real  question  is,  whether  this  agreement,  though 

^T"^'**^       confirmed  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery^  was  not 
••  absolutely  voidi  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  case  of  the 

Attarney'-General  v.  Cholmondeley  decided  this  question. 
It  seems  impossible  to  understand  how  the  Court  of  Chan* 
eery  ever  assumed  to  exercise  jurisdiction  to  confirm  such 
agreements,  unless  it  did  so  upon  what  may  be  considered 
a  metaphor  rather  than  a  rule,  viz.  that  the  church  being 
considered  as  a  minori  all  those  rules  which  applied  to  a 
minor,  also  applied  to  the  church ;  and  therefore  that  the 
Court  had  equal  authority  to  give  to  the  church  the  same 
protection  which  was  afforded  to  a  minor.  The  jurisdic- 
tion appears  to  me  to  have  originated  in  some  such  notion 
as  this,  and  it  shews  the  danger  of  courts  of  justice  act* 
ing  on  such  grounds,  for  there  are  no  disabling  statutes 
applicable  to  minors.  The  case  of  The  Aitarney^Creneral 
V.  Cholmondeley  brought  back  the  rule  to  what  seem  to 
be  proper  and  reasonable  (grounds.  If  agreements  are 
made  void  by  an  act  of  Parliament,  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  it  is  for  this  reason — that,  although  some  may  be 
fair  and  honest,  yet,  as  the  majority  of  such  agreements  are 
notoriously  unfair  and  dishonest,  public  policy  requires  that 
no  such  transactions  should  be  allowed  to  stand.  A  small 
good  must  be  sacrificed  to  prevent  a  great  evil,  which  would 
necessarily  arise  but  for  such  a  provision,  and  the  samepub- 
lie  poHcy  requires  that  the  statute  should  be  fully  acted 
upon.  I  cannot  understand  how  any  court  of  justice  cooU 
set  itself  up  against  the  legislature  and  say,  that  that  which 
the  legislature  had  declared  to  be  void,  on  the  ground  of 
public  policy,  the  Court  would  confirm  by  its  decree*  AP' 
ierbury  v.  Turner  appears  to  me  to  be  a  most  aingular  de* 
cision;  for  though  the  precise  point  arose  in  that  case,  yet 
the  Court,  in  the  whole  course  of  its  judgment,  never 
seems  to  have  noticed  the  fact  that  the  agreement  had 
been  made  after  the  disabling  statutes,  but  merely  states 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  Court  would  infer  that 
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the  agreement  to  exchange  the  glebe-lands  had  received         1837. 
the  asaent  of  the  ordinary.     In  that  point  I  entirely  con- 
cur.     There   were  quite  suflScient  circumstances  from  v. 
which  the  Court  might  reasonably  infer*  for  the  sake  of 
supporting  a  long-established  usage,  that  the  consent  of 
the  ordinary  and  all  other  proper  parties  had  been  given. 
But  the  question  isi  would  such  consent  have  made  the 
agreement  valid  ?     It  seems  to  me  that,  though  the  Court 
gave  extremely  good  reasons  on  the  former  part  of  the  case, 
yet  that  the  facts  did  not  warrant  the  conclusion  at  which 
the  Court  ultimately  arrived.     I  have  been  much  pressed 
with  an  expression  which  is  stated  to  have  fallen  from  Lord 
NartMngion,  in   the  case  of  The  At iorney- General  v. 
Cholmandeley^  in  which  he  seems  to   have  said,  that  if 
provision  had  been  made  for  the  prospective  increase  in 
the  value  of  the  land,  corresponding  with  the  increasing 
value  of  the  tithes,  he  should  not  have  been  inclined  to 
interfere.     This  expression,  if  used  by  Lord  Northington^ 
does  not  seem  to  be  quite  consistent  with  the  former  part 
of  hie  judgment,  in  which  he  observed,  that  the  agreement 
was  unequal,  but  that  if  it  had  been  equal,  it  would  have 
been  void  under  the  disabling  statute.     It  appears  to  me 
that  the  latter  part  of  his  judgment  is  quite  irreconcilable 
with  the  previous  part,  unless,  indeed,  it  proceeded  on 
the  ground  that  the  suit  there  was  an  application  to  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  not  only  to  decree  an 
aecount  of  the  tithes,  but  to  set  aside  the  agreement.  And 
if  Lord  Northington  had  referred  to  this  in  the  early  part 
of  his  judgment,  it  would  have  removed  the  seeming  in- 
conaiateney ;  for  undoubtedly  in  that  case  it  might  rea- 
sonably have  been  said,  that  a  Court  of  Equity  would  not 
interfere  to  set  aside  the  agreement,  though  it  would  inter- 
fere to  the  extent  of  decreeing  an  account  of  the  tithes. 
Wkether  this  will  explain  the  difference  between  the  first 
part  and  the  latter  part  of  Lord  Northington*s  judgment, 
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1837.        I  do  not  know.  Certainly,  though  he  considers  the  agree- 

"  ment  in  that  case  an  unequal  one,  yet  he  does  not  decree 

«•  that  it  shall  be  set  aside,  but  simply  directs  that  an  account 

of  the  tithes  shall  be  taken.     That  is  what  I  shall  do 

here. 

This  is  not  any  application  to  the  equitable  judgment  of 
the  Court,  except  so  far  as  an  account  is  prayed  of  the 
tithes.  The  plaintiff  rests  his  claim  on  his  legal  right.  AH 
that  he  claims  from  a  court  of  equity  is,  that  which  arises 
out  of  his  strict  legal  right — an  account  of  the  tithes,  the 
legal  right  being  established :  and  this  account  is  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  multiplicity  of  legal  suits.  Now,  in 
this  case,  suppose  I  were  to  decide  that  I  was  not  satisfied 
on  the  subject,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  an  issue ; 
and  if  he  is  entitled  to  an  issue  upon  his  legal  right,  what 
am  I  to  do  if  the  jury  to  whom  I  refer  the  issue  find  that 
the  legal  right  is  in  the  plaintiff?  In  that  case  I  must 
decree  an  account.  If  that  be  so — and  if  I  am  now  satis- 
fied that  he  has  made  out  his  legal  right,  does  it  not  follow 
as  of  course  that  I  must  decree  an  account  of  the  tithes  to 
be  taken  ?  It  is  said  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  given  up 
the  lands  he  holds;  but  how  can  he  do  this  when  he  does 
not  know  whether  the  other  party  would  give  up  the  land 
conveyed  to  his  predecessor?  How  is  he  to  ascertain  how 
much  of  this  land  was  given  for  the  tithes,  and  how  much  is 
to  be  referred  to  the  exchanged  lands  ?  This  is^  besides,  a 
suit  against  the  tenants,  and  though  the  landlord  is  a  party, 
I  think  he  is  not  properly  made  a  party  to  this  record.  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  agreement  is  absolutely  void;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  an  account  of 
the  tithes  as  prayed,  with  costs.  With  respect  to  the  de- 
fendant, the  landlord,  I  see  no  ground  upon  which  any 
decree  can  be  made  against  him,  and  the  bill  must  there- 
fore be  dismissed  as  against  him.  If  he  had  been  made 
a  defendant  originally,  I  should  have  ordered  the  bill  to 
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be  dismissed  as  against  him  with  costs;  but  as  he  has        1837* 
been  made  a  defendant  by  amendment,  on  the  suggestion 
:>f  the  other  defendantSi  who  are  his  tenantSi  and  therefore  v, 

probably  by  his  own  desire,  I  think  the  bill  ought  to  be 
dismissed  against  him  without  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 


GUDB  V.  M UMFORD.  Jan.  i2tk. 

As  order  having  been  made  in  this  cause,  referring  it  to  The  matter 
the  master  to  look  into  the  interrogatories  exhibited  and  f^™^  puMget 
the  depositions  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  jn^^edepo"- 

•  *  '  tioni  taken  for 

to  report  to  the  court  whether  the  depositions  contained  the  defendanu 

,   .  ...  1  to  be  scandal- 

any  scandalous  and  impertment  matter,  the  master  re-  oas  and  imper- 
ported  in  the  affirmative,  specifying  the  passages  which  Ing^made  no*^' 
he  considered  scandalous  and  impertinent.     These  pas-  report  ai  to  the 

frame  of  the  in- 

sages  occurred  in  theevidenceof  the  defendants  attorney,  terrogatories:— 
who  was  examined  as  one  of  their  witnesses,  in  reply  to  the  defendanu  were 
last  interrogatory.  '^u'^Vt^^ 

ference,  &c. 

Mr.  Blenman  now  moved  that  the  master's  report  might 
be  confirmed,  and  that  it  might  be  referred  back  to  him 
to  expunge  the  scandalous  and  impertinent  matter,  and  to 
tax  the  plaintiff's  costs  of  the  reference,  and  of  this 
application,  &c. 

Mr.  Teed^  for  the  defendants,  said,  that  as  there  was  no 
complaint  of  the  frame  of  the  interrogatories,  but  only  of 
the  depositions,  the  defendants  ought  not  to  be  made  to 
pay  the  costs  now  asked  for.  The  defendants  could  not 
control  the  conduct  either  of  the  examiner  or  of  the 
witness,  who  were  the  only  parties  to  blame.  In  Cocks  v. 
Worthingion  (a),  and  Anon*  (6),  no  costs  were  given. 

(a)  2  Atk.  235.  (h)  2  P.  W.  406. 
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Mr.  Blenman  in  reply  eontendedi  that  as  the  scandal 
was  the  production  of  the  defendants*  own  attorney,  it  was 
reasonable  that  the  defendants  should  pay  these  costs. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — If  the  master  had  reported 
both  the  interrogatories  and  the  depositions  to  be  scan- 
dalous  and  impertinent,  I  should  have  allowed  you  the 
costs  you  ask  for.  But  as  the  report  extends  only  to  the 
depositions,  I  am  of  opinion  that  you  are  not  entitled  to 
these  costs.  If  you  had  made  your  motion  specifically 
against  the  attorney,  it  might  have  been  a  good  reason  for 
making  him  pay  the  costs. 

Order  as  prayed,  except  as  to  costs. 


leh.  22fui 


The  tttomey         The  scandalous  and  impertinent  matter  contained  in  the 
antthavitig   '   depositions  before  mentioned  having  been  expunged,  a 

been  eiamined  motion  was  now  made  that  the  costs  mentioned  on  the  for- 
ms their  witneti, 

and  haling        mcr  occasion,  together  with  the  additional  costs  incurred 
seandaious  and   by  the  plaintiff  relative  to  the  same  matter,  might  be  paid 

impertinent 
ttatementt  in 
hit  deposition 
in  reply  to  the 
last  interroga- 
tory, was  com- 
pelled to  pay 
the  costs  of 
expunging  such 
scandalous  and 
impertinent 
matter. 

SembU,  that 
the  examiner  is 
not  liable  for 
the  costs  of 
expunging 
scandalous  and 
impertinent 
matter  from 

depositions  made  in  answer  to  specific  interrogatoriesi  nor  from  depositions  made  in  answer  to  the 
last  interrogatory,  where  the  deposing  witness  is  an  attorney  in  the  cause. 


by  Mr.  Fox,  the  solicitor  for  the  defendants,  or  by  A.  B., 
Esq.,  the  examiner  who  examined  Mr.  Fox. 

Mr.  Blenman  for  the  motion  cited  Ex  parte  Simpian(a)t 
Siud  Ex  parte  Wake  (6),  to  shew  that  the  court  would,  in 
its  discretion,  fix  the  solicitor  with  these  costs ;  but,  sup- 
posing there  were  any  doubt  upon  that  point,  he  con- 
tended that  the  examiner  was  liable,  on  the  authority  of 
Anon.  (e).  There,  as  here,  the  witness  was  examined  to 
the  last  interrogatory,  and  yet  the  commissioner  was  held 
to  be  in  fault  for  allowing  an  irrelevant  answer. 


(a)  15  Vet.  476.  (6)  3  D.  &  Chit  046. 

(c)  2  P.  W.  406. 


MUMFORD. 
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Mr.  Teed,  for  the  folicitor. — If  the  solicitor  is  to  be  1837. 
fixed  with  costs,  he  ought  to  hare  been  a  party  to  the  ^ 
inquiry  as  to  the  scandal.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — He  _  «. 
was  employed  as  solicitor  at  the  reference.]  The  correct* 
ness  of  the  report  is  questionable.  The  solicitor  had  no 
opportunity  of  excepting  to  the  report.  In  order  to 
except,  he  ought  to  have  been  distinctly  and  separately 
before  the  court.  In  this  court  a  report  of  scandal  and 
impertinence  must  be  confirmed.  If  upon  the  motion  to 
confirm  the  report,  and  to  expunge,  an  application  had 
been  to  visit  these  parties  with  costs,  they  might  have 
taken  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  the  scandal.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron. — You  think  the  admission  of  the  scan- 
dal by  the  client  does  not  bind  the  solicitor?]  Unques- 
tionably not.  If  the  witness  had  not  been  the  defendants ' 
solicitor,  these  proceedings  could  not  have  been  taken  in 
bb  absence,  and  bis  situation  as  solicitor  can  make  no  dif- 
ference. The  plaintiflb  have  put  the  record  in  such  a 
state  that  they  cannot  now  be  heard.  [The  Lord  Chitf 
Baron, — I  agree  with  you  to  this  extent — that  if  this  per- 
son had  not  been  a  solicitor,  and  was  not  a  party  to  the 
suit^  he  would  have  had  a  right  to  resist  the  payment  of 
these  costs,  unless  he  had  had  an  opportunity  of  shewing 
that  he  ought  not  to  be  made  liable.  I  never  doubted 
that ;  but  whether  a  solicitor  in  the  cause  is  not  so  much  a 
party  to  the  proceedings  as  to  be  identified  with  his  client, 
I  have  doubted  from  the  first.] 

Mr.  6.  RichardSf  for  the  examiner,  contended  that  his 
cCent  had  no  control  over  the  manner  in  which  the  inter- 
rogatories were  framed,  and  consequently  was  not  respon- 
sible for  the  answers  which  might  be  given  to  them.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  commissioner  has  no  control 
over  interrogatories  prepared  by  counsel.  He  has  nothing 
to  do  with  their  being  impertinent ;  his  sole  duty  being  to 
put  them  to  the  witness.     The  only  doubt  is,  whether  he 
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18  to  be  supposed  to  be  so  far  acquainted  with  the  facts  id 
the  cause  as  to  be  responsible  for  evidence  received  in 
answer  to  the  last  interrogatory.  I  think  he  ought  not  in 
a  case  where  the  evidence  is  given  by  an  attorney  in  the 
cause.] 


Mr.  Blenmanj  in  reply,  observed,  that  the  attorney  was 
an  officer  of  the  court,  and  in  that  light,  independently  of 
being  identified  with  a  party  in  the  cause,  might  be  visited 
with  these  costs. 


The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— I  think  that  the  costs  of  the 
reference,  and  of  expunging  the  irrelevant  matter,  should 
be  paid  by  Fox,  but  that  the  examiner  ought  to  have  bis 
costs  of  appearing,  and  that  these  costs  should  be  paid  by 
the  plaintiff.  It  must  be  an  extreme  case,  indeed,  which 
should  induce  the  court  to  visit  the  examiner  with  costs; 
but  in  the  case  of  an  attorney  in  the  cause,  the  court  will 
not  shew  so  much  indulgence. 

Order  accordingly. 


Feb.  toth, 
\Zth. 

Tcftator  de« 
Yiied  to  J.  M. 
for  hit  life 
"  one  annuity 
or  dear  yearly 
ram  of  lOOL," 
and  charged 
hii  estates  at  C. 
with  the  pay- 
ment of  the 
annuity.     He 
then  devised 
the  estates  at 
C.  to  trustees, 

in  trust  to  lery  and  raise  the  annuity  and  pay  the  same  to  J.  M.;  and  subject  thereto,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  attending  the  raising  and  paying  the  same,  in  trust  for  A.  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  B.  in  fee  i^—Held,  that  J.  M.  was  entitled  to  the  annuity  dear  of  all  dedoctioos  for 
legacy  duty. 

The  question  whether  a  legatee  isto  Uke  his  legacy  free  from  legacy  duty,  depends  upon  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator  as  manifested  upon  the  face  of  the  will.  Therefore,  the  words  "  without 
deduction,"  "dear  of  all  deductions,"  &c.,  may  be  suffident  to  free  the  legacy  from  duty,  althoogb 
there  be,  from  the  nature  of  the  property  on  which  it  is  charged,  other  outgoings  to  which  thast 
words  may  be  applied. 


Henry  John  Attfield  by  his  will,  after  directing  that  all 
his  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  should 
be  paid  and  satisfied  by  his  trustees  and  executors  therein- 
after named,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estates 
thereinafter  devised  to,  or  in  trust  for,  his  friend  and  rela- 
tion, Richard  Gude  the  elder,  for  his  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  son,  Richard  Gude,  in  fee  ;  and  after  giving  several 
small  pecuniary  legacies,  all  which  legacies  he  directed 
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should  be  paid  and  satisfied  by  his  said  trustees  and         1837* 
executors  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  real  estates  as 
before  mentioned^  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  in  the 
words  following ;  that  is  to  say,  "  I  give  and  bequeath  all 
and  singular  my  personal  estate  and  efiects  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  unto 
my  friend,  James  Metherell,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  for  hb  absolute  use  and  benefit.     I  give  and 
devise  unto  the  said  James  Metherell,  and  his  heirs,  all 
that  messuage  or  tenement  wherein  I  now  dwell,  with  the 
garden  and  pleasure  ground  thereto  belonging,  situate  in 
the  said  parish  of  Chobham,  to  hold  the  same  with  the 
appurtenances  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  James 
Metherell,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.     I  also  give  and 
devise  unto  the  said  James  Metherell  one  annuity  or  clear 
yearly  sum  qflOOL  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
life«  such  annuity  to  be  paid  by  equal  half-yearly  pay- 
ments, the  first  half-yearly  payment  thereof  to  commence 
and  be  made  at  the  end^of  six  calendar  months  from  the 
time  of  my  decease ;  and  I  do  hereby  charge  all  the  resi- 
due  of  my  freehold   messuages,  lands,   tenements,   and 
hereditaments,  situate  in  the  said  parish  of  Chobham,  with 
the  payment  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  100/. ; 
and  subject  thereto,  and  charged  and  chargeable  with  the 
payment  of  my  said  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses, and  the  several  legacies  hereinbefore  by  me  given 
and  bequeathed,  I  give  and  devise  all  the  rest,  residue, 
and  remainder  of  my  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  situate  in  the  said  parish  of  Chobham,  and 
all   other  my  real  estates  whatsoever  and  wheresoever, 
with  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances  not  herein* 
before  devised,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Samuel  Mumford 
the  younger  and  William  Soan,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in 
trust  by  such  ways  and  means  as  they  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  think  fit,  to  levy  and  raise 
the  said  annuity  hereinbefore  given  to  the  said  James 
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18d7-  Metherelli  and  to  pay  the  said  annuity  when  so  raised 
unto  the  said  James  M etherell,  according  to  the  trusts  of 
this  my  will;  and  subject  thereto,  and  all  costs,  charges, 
and  expenses  attending  the  raising  and  paying  the  same, 
in  trust  for  my  said  friend  and  relation,  Richard  Gude  the 
elder,  of  New  Bridge  Street,  in  the  city  of  London, 
gentleman,  and  his  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  his  decease, 
then  in  trust  for  Richard  Gude  the  younger  (the  second 
son  of  the  said  Richard  Gude  the  elder),  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever.  And  lastly  I  hereby  nominate,  consti- 
tute, and  appoint  the  said  Samuel  Mumford  and  William 
Soan  executors  of  this  my  will." 

The  testator  by  a  codicil  directed  that  all  his  debts,  lega- 
cies, and  funeral  expenses  by  his  said  will  directed  to  be 
charged  on  his  real  estate  devised  in  trust  for  the  plain- 
tiff, Richard  Gude  the  elder,  for  his  life,  should  be  charged 
thereon  exclusively,  and  in  exoneration  of  his  personal 
estate.  And  be  directed  that  if  James  Metherell  should 
die  on  any  other  day  than  one  of  the  half-yearly  days  of 
payment  of  the  annuity,  a  proportionate  part  tliere<tf 
should  be  paid  to  his  executors,  administrators,  or  ss- 
signs,  up  to  the  day  of  his  death. 

The  testator  died  in  August,  1829,  and  soon  after- 
wards the  plaintiff^,  Richard  Gude  the  elder,  entered  bto 
possession  of  the  devised  estates*  He  regularly  paid  the 
annuity,  treating  it  as  an  annuity  the  duty  upon  which 
was  to  be  paid  by  the  annuitant,  until  the  year  188£,  when 
Metherell  claimed  to  have  the  legacy  duty  paid  out  of  the 
estate  on  which  it  was  charged.  In  consequence  of  this 
claim  the  plaintiff*  for  some  time  paid  the  duty  under  pro- 
test, but  now  brought  his  bill,  praying  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  legacy  duty  payable  in  respect  of  the 
annuity  was  not  charged  upon  the  devised  estates ;  that  if 
necessary  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  id 
respect  of  the  annuity,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  have 
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credit  in  such  account  for  the  sums  which  he  had  paid  for 
legacy  duty. 

Mr.  SimpkinsoH  and  Mr.  Blenman,  for  the  plaintiff.— 
The  testator  giTCS   to  Metherell  **  one  annuity  or  clear 
yearly  sum  of  lOOL'*  for  the  term  of  his  life.     The  words 
"  annuity"  and  **  clear  yearly  sum"  are  used  here  as  syno- 
nimous ;  and  to  shew  more  clearly  that  that  was  the  testa- 
tor's meaning,  he  subsequently  omits  the  word  '^  clear," 
and  calls  the  annuity  a  "  yearly  sum."    He  charges  all 
the  residue  of  his  lands  in  Chobbam  with  the  payment 
of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum;  and  subject  thereto, 
that  iS|  to  tbe  annuity  or  yearly  sum^  he  gives  the  residue 
of  his  real  estates  in  trust  for  the  plaintiffs.     So  far  there 
is  clearly  nothing  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  legacy 
duty  for  this  annuity  was  chargeable  on  these  premises ; 
but  then  the  trustees  are  to  take  tbe  premises  in  trust  to 
levy  and  raise  the  annuity,  and  to  pay  the  annuity  when  so 
raised  to  Metherell;  ''and  subject  thereto,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  attending  the  raising  and  paying 
the  same,"  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff.     Now,  is  it  possible 
to  contend  that  these  words,  merely  affecting  the  devise  to 
Gude,  and  referring  exclusively  to  the  costs  to  be  paid  in 
raising  and  paying  the  annuity,  are  to  be  applied  so  as  to 
indicate  an  intention  that  the  legacy  duty  should  be  paid 
out  of  these  premises  ?    The  cases  in  which  a  construc- 
tion has  been  put  upon  the  words  **  without  deduction" 
differ  materially  from  the  present  case.   Barksdale  v.  Gil- 
tiai  (a)  was  the  case  of  a  legacy  merely  payable  out  of 
personal  estate;  and   Lord  Eldon  doubted  whether  a 
qualified  construction  could  not  be  put  upon  the  words 
''without  deduction,"  so  as  still  to  charge  the  legatee 
with  the  duty.     l^Aklerson,  B. — It  is  remarkable  that 
Lord  Eldon  should  have  doubted ;  because  the  words  of 

(a)  1  Swanst.  562. 
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1837.         the  Legacy  Act  are  that  the  executor  shall  deduct.]    In 
"     "    "       Courtoy  v.  Vincent  (a),  the  words  which  were  held  to 
V.  exonerate  the  legatees  from  payment  oC  the  legacy  duty 

were  much  stronger  than  any  words  contained  in  this  wilL 
The  testator  there  directed  that  the  legacies  and  annuities 
should  be  paid  ''  clear  of  the  property  tax  and  all  ex- 
penses attending  the  same.*'  The  present  case  must  be 
governed  by  that  of  Hales  t.  Freenuin  (6).  There  an  an- 
nuity charged  upon  real  estate  was  given  dear  of  all  de- 
ductions. The  trustees  paid  the  legacy  duty,  and  after- 
wards the  annuitant  assigned  the  annuity.  The  trustees 
then  brought  their  action  against  the  annuitant  to  recover 
the  amount  of  the  legacy  duty ;  and  the  Court  held  that 
the  action  lay^  and  there  was  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
It  is  remarkable  that  in  that  case  no  observation  was 
made  upon  the  construction  of  the  will,  which  shews  that 
the  point  as  to  the  legacy  duty  was  considered  untenable. 
[^Alderson,  B. — That  case  is  at  variance  with  the  case  be- 
fore Lord  Eldon.  No  distinction  can  be  made  between  the 
words  ''clear  of  all  deduction/'  and  '*  without  deduction.'^ 
The  case  of  Hales  v.  Freeman  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
principle  on  which  Lord  EldofCs  judgment  proceeded.  lo 
Smith  V.  Anderson  {e),  Sir  John  Leach  in  speaking  of 
that  judgment  said,  that  Lord  Eldon  considered  that  a  di- 
rection to  pay  annuities  without  deduction  would  not  ex- 
tend to  exempt  the  annuitant  from  the  legacy  duty,  if,  firom 
the  nature  of  the  property  out  of  which  the  annuities  were 
payable,  there  was  any  other  deduction  to  which  the  an- 
nuities might  be  subject.  The  case  of  Dawkins  v.  Tat* 
ham  (d)  was  decided  on  that  principle,  for  there  could  be 
no  deduction  in  that  case  except  for  legacy  duty ;  the  an- 
nuity being  payable  out  of  dividends  of  stock.  In  Gosde» 
v.  Dotterill  (e),  the  legacy  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  pe^ 

(a)  Turn.  &  Russ.  433.  {d)  2  Sim.  492. 

(6)  1  Brod.  &  Bing.  391.  (e)  1  M.  &  K.  56. 

(c)  4  Ruis.  354. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  453 

sonal  estate  free  from  all  expense;  and  the  Court  held^ 
that  legacy  duty  was  the  only  expense  to  which  those 
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words  could  apply.     In  Louch  v.  Peters  (a),  and  Snow  v.  v. 

Davenport  (b),  the  decisions  depended  on  the  words 
*'  free  of  all  taxes  and  other  outgoings/'  which  are  much 
stronger  than  any  words  contained  in  this  will. 

The  cases  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  proceed  upon 
the  principlci  that  where  there  are  no  outgoings,  or  deduc- 
tions, or  charges  to  which  the  legacy  or  the  annuity  could 
be  subject  to,  except  the  legacy  duty,  and  the  testator 
gives  either  a  legacy  or  an  annuity  clear  of  all  deductions, 
he  must  mean  the  only  thing  to  which  it  was  subject ;  but 
if  there  are  other  charges  which  would  satisfy  the  words 
of  the  will,  the  legatee  will  be  liable  to  duty.  Here  there 
are  other  charges  which  will  satisfy  the  words  of  the  will ; 
but  independently  of  that  it  is  clear  that  the  testator  only 
meant  the  expenses  of  raising  the  annuity.  The  trustees 
are  to  pay  the  annuity  to  Metherell  for  his  life,  and  then 
the  property  is  given  subject  to  the  annuity,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  attending  the  raising  and  paying  the 
same.  That  means  the  costs,  strictly,  and  not  the  legacy 
duty ;  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  costs,  which  is  a  tax 
imposed  by  law,  and  which  the  annuitant  is  liable  to  pay 
unless  there  is  a  clear  contrary  intention  on  the  face  of  the 
will.  Even  in  cases  where  the  rational  inference  is  the 
other  way,  it  has  been  held,  that  unless  there  is  a  clear  de- 
claration to  the  contrary,  the  legacy  must  be  charged 
against  the  legatee :  Foster  v.  Ley  (c).  lAlderson,  B. 
— In  that  case  the  legacy  duty  was  never  present  to  the 
mind  of  the  testatrix.] 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Teed,  for  the  defendant  Me- 
therell.— ^The  only  case  which  has  been  cited  in  which  it 
was  adjudged  that  the  legatee  was  to  pay  the  duty,  is  the 

(a)  1  M.  &  K.  489.  (b)  5  B.  &  Ad.  359. 

(c)  2  Biog.  N.  C.  269 ;  2  Scott,  438. 
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case  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  where  the  point 
DOW  in  issue  did  not  distinctly  arise,  and  was  not  adjadi* 
cated  upon.    In  Barksdale  v.  Gilliat  the  words  were, 
**  without  any  deduction/'  and  then  follows  a  passage  oo 
which  the  argument  chiefly  turned — namely,  **  A  liat  of 
all  my  property  at  this  time  is  left  with  this  will,  &€.;**  whidi 
referred  to  a  document  enclosed  in  the  will  shewing  that 
the  testator  could  not  have  intended   the  duty  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  residue.     Lord  Eldon's  doubt  does  not 
arise  from  thinking  the  expression  in  the  will  insufficient 
to  exempt  the  legatee,  but  because  there  was  a  suspicion 
in  his  mind  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  that  the  lega* 
tee  should  be  exempted.    Sir  John  Leaek,  in  comoienting 
on  the  case  of  Barksdale  ▼•  GiUiaif  gave  his  judgmept 
upon  a  total  misapprehension  of  it.     What  he  stated  to 
be  the  result  of  Lord  EldorCs  judgment  had,  in  truth,  no- 
thing to  do  with  it.     Lord  Eldovfs  decision  did  not  pro* 
ceed  on  the  ground  that  the  word  deduction  might  be 
referred  to  other  charges,  but  that  it  was  absurd  to  say 
that  a  legatee  should  take    subject  to   deduction,   the 
testator  expressly  ssying  that  he  should  not.     Upon  that 
view  of  Barksdale  v.  Gilliat,  if  the  case  rested  in  tbb  in- 
stance on  the  first  words  of  the  will  creating  the  annuity, 
the  annuitant  would  be  entitled  to  take  it  clear  of  duty. 
But  then  it  is  said,  that  by  the  words  **  clear  yearly  sum,** 
the  testator  meant  annuity.     Doubtful  words  in  a  wiQ  are 
to  be  construed  by  words  not  susceptible  of  doubt.    If  tbs 
word  "  annuity  *'  were  out  of  the  question,  the  defendants* 
case  would  be  governed  by  that  of  Barisdale  t.  GiUiaL 
Is  he  to  be  without  the  benefit  of  the  word  **  iAi^m  "  be* 
cause  the  testator  combines  with  it  another  word  not 
importing  so  much  ? 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  there,  because  the  testator 
in  a  subsequent  part  of  his  will  charges  **  all  costs,  cbargeii 
and  expenses  attending  the  raising  and  paying  the  an- 
nuity "  upon  the  real  estate  upon  which  the  annuity  i> 
charged.    Now,  the  plaintiff  must  aay  either  that  tbe 


COURT  OP  EXCHEQUER.  455 

kgacy  duty  is  not  a  charge,  or  that  because  there  are         1837- 
■ome  other  charges  the  annuitant  is  not  exempt  from  this. 
But  here  there  is  an  express  direction,  that  all  costs,  o. 

ebargesi  and  expenses  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 
How  then  is  this  case  distinguishable  from  Caurioy  v. 
Yimeenit  where  the  **  expenses  **  were  precisely  the  same 
as  in  the  present  case  ?  That  case  was^  in  truth,  less  fa- 
TOUTAble  to  the  legatee  than  the  present,  because  there 
the  word  **  expenses  **  was  alone  held  sufficient  to  com- 
prehend legacy  duty.  Here  the  word  ^  charges  "  would 
at  all  events  include  the  legacy  duty. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  J.  Russell  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  in  reply. 

Aldxrson,  B. — It  is  clear  that  the  principles  upon  Feb.isth. 
which  questions  as  to  the  payment  of  legacy  duty  proceed, 
are  those  which  govern  the  construction  of  wills.  In  order 
to  arrive  at  the  decision  that  a  legacy  is  to  be  paid  free  of 
duty,  the  Court  must  be  satisfied  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  in  that  respect  has  been  clearly  made  out.  Primd 
faae  the  law  must  take  its  ordinary  course,  and  the  legacy 
must  be  left  in  the  circumstances  in  which  the  law  places 
it ;  nevertheless  it  is  competent  for  the  testator,  by  words, 
to  direct  otherwise.  The  case  in  the  Common  Pleas  (a) 
was  a  case  of  disposition  by  a  testatrix,  in  which  no 
direction  of  that  sort  was  contained  in  the  will.  There 
the  testatrix,  by  her  will,  directed  that  her  husband's 
debts  should  be  paid.  She  probably  had  no  notion  that 
she  was  leaving  legacies  to  the  amount  of  those  debts. 
The  law,  however,  says,  that  bequests  so  made  shall  be 
salgect  to  legacy  duty,  and  her  will  being  silent  upon  that 
pointy  it  was  held  that  the  creditors  took  these  legacies 

(a)  Fo$ter  v.  Le^,  2  Bint:.  N.  G.  269. 
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subject  to  the  duty.  This  construction  probably  violated 
the  intention  of  the  testatrix,  but  the  Court  considered 
itself  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  wili. 

But  from  the  other  cases,  particularly  that  of  Barksdale 
▼.  Gilliai,  it  is  clear^  that  if  you  can  collect  from  any  direc- 
tion contained  in  the  will  that  the  testatrix's  intention  was 
that  the  legacy  duty  should  be  paid  by  the  executor,  the 
Court  will  carry  that  direction  into  effect.     In  Barksdale 
v.  Gilliaty  the  direction  was,  that  the  legacy  should  be 
paid  **  without  any  deduction."     Lord  Eldon^  in  his  judg* 
ment,  does  not  follow  the  words  of  the  will,  but  takes 
them  as  if  they  were  '*  without  deduction  "  only.     That 
circumstance  alone  shews  that  the  view  taken  of  Lord 
Eldons   judgment  by  Sir  John  Leach  was  not  correct. 
If  it  had  been  correct,  the  word  omitted  would  have  been 
material,  and  Lord  Eldon*s  language  would  have  been 
altogether  different ;  but  in  the  view  which  he  took  of  the 
case   it   was   not  material.     Lord    Eldon  evidently  con- 
sidered that  the  words  ^*  without  deduction  "  in  their  ordi- 
nary sense  mean  "  clear  of  all  deduction.*'     He  then  went 
on  to  examine  whether,  in  the  four  corners  of  the  will| 
he  could  find  the  same  words  used  in  another  sense,  or  in 
a  more  definite  and  limited  sense ;  and  whether,  if  be  could 
find  an  intention  to  use  them  in  a  limited  sense,  he  could 
carry  that  intention  into  effect ;    and,  upon   the  whole, 
he   arrived  at  the   conclusion,  that  the  words   must  be 
used  in  their  ordinary  sense  without  qualification.     That 
appears  to  me  to  be  the  right  construction  of  Lord  EldonU 
judgment,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  that  opinion  by  the  ob- 
servations of  Lord  Brougham  in  Louch  v.  Peters  (a). 

With  the  exception  of  Sirt7bA;i  Leach's  dictum,  the 
authorities  upon  this  subject  are  all  one  way.  That 
being  so,  the  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  I  can  find 
words  in  this  will  shewing  that  the  testator  used  the  ex- 

(a)  1  M.  &  K.  499. 
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pression,  which  he  has  used,  in  a  limited  sense.  The  IB37. 
words  of  the  will  are  '•  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum,"  ^^^^ 
and  the  argument  is  that  the  word  **  annuity'*  is  equiva-  «. 

lent  to  '*  clear  yearly  sum ; "  but  if  it  be  so,  which  is 
to  govern  ?  Is  it  the  word  '*  annuity  ?  "  It  appears  to  me, 
that  any  ambiguity  that  there  is  in  this  expression  is  to  be 
explained  by  the  word  **  clear/'  and  that  the  words  ''  one 
annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  "  are  equivalent  to  the  words 
"  one  clear  annuity ;  '*  the  word  ''  clear  *'  meaning  **  clear 
of  all  deductions.**  It  is  true  that,  in  another  part  of  the 
willy  the  testator  uses  the  expression  "  the  said  annuity  or 
yearly  sum,'*  without  using  the  word  **  clear  ;*'  but  that 
expression  is  coupled  with  words  of  rererence,  the  tes* 
tator  evidently  referring  to  the  annuity  which  he  had 
already  bequeathed.  The  latter  part  of  the  will  puts  the 
question  out  of  doubt.  The  trustees  who  hold  the  land  out 
of  which  the  annuity  is  to  be  raised,  are  to  deduct  the  costs, 
charges,  and  expences  attending  tiie  raising  and  paying  it, 
out  of  the  profits  of  the  land.  The  legacy  duty  is  a  charge 
of  expence  attending  the  raising  and  paying  this  annuity. 
Upon  the  whole  it  appears  to  me,  that,  upon  the  point 
in  issue,  there  is  only  one  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  this 
will,  namely,  that  the  residuary  estate  is  chargeable  with 
the  duty  payable  for  this  annuity. 

Decree  accordingly. 


Payne  r.  Compton— Compton  r.  Payne.       Jan.27th, 

XT  appeared  from  the  statements  in  the  bill  and  cross  The  bill  alleged 
bill,  that  in  the  month  of  April,  1820,  Payne,  being  seised  A*hlM°*^^ 

Blackacre  to  B^ 
upon  an  agreement  that  B.  should  execute  to  him  a  mortgage  both  of  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre; 
that  the  mortgage  waa  accordingly  made,  and  that  B.  aHerwards  moitgaged  Blackacre  to  C.  The 
bill  then,  after  alleging  that  B.  had  conveyed  Whiteacre  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice  of  the  mortgage,  prayed  a  foreclosure  of  Blackacre : — Heldf  that  the  purchaser  of 
Whiteacre  was  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit. 

Semhle,  that  purchase  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice  is  available  as  a  defence  agaiiist 
a  plaintiflT  who  relics  on  a  legal  title. 

VOL.  II.  II  II  EQ.  EX. 
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1B37.         in  fee  aimple  of  an  estate  at  Warminster,  entered  into  an 
^"^T^     ^      agreement  with  a  person  of  the  name  of  Tring  to  sell  him 
V-  that  property.    The  arrangement  was,  that  Tring  should 

not  pay  any  money,  but,  upon  that  estate  bemg  conveyed 
to  him,  should  execute  a  mortgage  of  it,  and  also  of  another 
estate  to  which  he  was  entitled,  called  the  Courton  estate, 
to  Payne.  In  June,  1820,  Payne  executed  deeds  of  lease, 
release,  and  feoffment,  by  which  he  conveyed  the  War- 
minster property  to  Tring,  and  at  the  same  time  Payne 
placed  in  the  hands  of  Tring  all  those  deeds.  After- 
wards, upon  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  to  Payne» 
Tring  delivered  over  to  Payne  the  indentures  of  lease  and 
release  of  the  Warminster  estates,  but  kept  in  his  posses- 
sion the  indenture  of  feoffment.  Tring  afterwards  applied 
to  Compton  for  a  loan  of  money  on  the  Warminster  estate, 
and  upon  that  occasion  produced  to  Compton  the  inden- 
ture of  feoffment.  Compton,  accordingly,  under  the  belief 
that  Tring  was  the  real  owner  of  the  {Nroperty  without 
incumbrance,  advanced  the  money. 

The  original  bill,  which  was  filed  against  the  assignees 
under  the  bankruptcy  of  Tring,  and  against  Compton, 
prayed  for  a  foreclosure  of  the  Warminster  estate ;  alleging, 
with  respect  to  the  Courton  estate,  that  Tring  had  con- 
veyed it  to  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  with- 
out notice  of  the  mortgage  created  upon  it.  The  cross 
bill  was  filed  by  Compton  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
his  priority  over  Payne. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  having  opened  the  case  for  the  plaintiff 
in  the  original  suit, 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  J.  Parker,  for  the  defendant 
Compton,  objected  that  the  alleged  purchaser  of  the  Cour- 
ton estate  ought  to  have  been  made  a  party  to  the  bill* 
And  they  contended,  that  Payne  having  executed  a  double 
conveyance  of  the  Warminster  estate,  and   placed  thf 
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indenture  of  feoffinent  in  the  hands  of  Tring,  thereby  183/. 
enabling  him  to  commit  a  fraud,  Compton's  mortgage  on  p^ynb 
the  Wanninster  estate  had  the  priority  to  Payne's,  and  *• 

that,  as  agamst  Compton,  Payne  was  not  entitled  to  a 
foreclosure.  That  being  so,  Compton  would  have  a  right 
to  redeem  Payne,  not  only  as  to  the  Warminster  estate, 
but  the  Courton  estate.  He  would  have  a  right,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  stand  precisely  in  the  same  situation, 
as  to  both  estates,  as  the  first  mortgagee.  If  so,  it  is 
necessary  to  have  the  alleged  purchaser  of  the  Courton 
estate  before  the  court,  in  order  that  he  may  see  that  the 
account  is  duly  taken  between  Payne  and  Compton :  Palk 
T.  Zford  Clinton  (a),  Stokes  v.Clendon  {b).  If  he  were  not 
a  party,  Compton  might  be  put  to  the  necessity  of  filing  a 
bill  against  him  to  foreclose  the  Courton  estate.  It  is 
stated  in  the  bill  that  the  Courton  property  was  sold  for  a 
Taluable  consideration  without  notice.  The  answer  to  that 
is,  that  whether  the  purchaser  had  notice  or  not  is  wholly 
immateriaL  If,  as  appears  by  the  bill,  the  legal  estate  in 
that  property  was  conveyed  to  Payne,  of  course  Tring  had 
no  longer  power  to  deal  with  it,  and  the  question  of  notice 
can  never  arise  unless  the  purchaser  has  the  legal  estate. 
Tring  had  no  property  in  it  whatever,  except  the  equity 
of  redemption ;  it  is,  therefore,  perfectly  clear  that  the 
purchaser,  or  alleged  purchaser  of  the  Courton  estate  took 
it  liable  to  the  mortgage  of  Payne.  Besides,  if  he  were  a 
purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without  notice,  the 
mere  allegation  of  that  fact  is  not  sufficient:  it  must  be 
proved. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  plaintiff; — 
Compton,  in  his  answer,  makes  a  totally  different  defence 
from  that  made  at  the  bar.  The  case  made  by  the  answer 
is,  not  that  he  is  entitled  to  redeem  in  the  manner  stated, 

(a)  12  Vet.  48.  (6   3  Swanit.  150. 

H  h2 
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18.37.        or  that  the  purchaser  of  the  Courton  estate  is  a  necessary 

Payne        P^^^J'  ^^^  ^^h  ^^^^  ^^f  Compton,  under  the  circumstances 
V-  stated  in  the  answer^  is  entitled  to  priority  over  Payne. 

That  is  his  whole  case.  The  objection  for  want  of  parties 
is  not  attempted  to  be  made :  nor  is  it  made  in  the  cross- 
bill which  Compton  filed  against  Payne.  By  that  bill  he 
insists  that  he  is  entitled  to  priority  over  Payne,  and  in 
case  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  he  is  not  entitled  to 
priority,  then  he  prays  to  be  at  liberty  to  redeem ;  and 
singularly  enough,  in  that  suit  he  has  not  made  the  owner 
of  the  Courton  estate  a  party.  It  is  for  the  court  to  say, 
upon  a  record  so  constituted,  whether  the  objection,  if 
good  under  other  circumstances,  can  possibly  prevail  in 
this  case.  It  is  stated  that  Tring  fraudulently  represented 
himself  to  be  the  owner  of  the  fee  of  the  Courton  estate, 
and  sold  it  to  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  of  the  mortgage :  if  so,  a  court  of  equity  cannot 
under  such  circumstances  interfere  against  the  purchaser. 
It  has  been  contended,  that  the  owner  of  the  Courton 
estate  is  a  necessary  party  to  the  suit,  because  he  is  inter- 
ested in  the  account  to  be  taken  between  Payne  and 
Compton ;  the  latter  being  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  Payne,  as  against  both  estates.  Without  den3ring  the 
truth  of  that  proposition  as  a  general  proposition,  does 
it  follow  that  the  person  who  purchased  the  Courton 
estate  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  pleadings  is  a  ne- 
cessary party  to  the  suit?  What  relief  can  be  asked 
against  him?  He  purchased  the  fee,  and  it  must  be 
assumed  that  he  had  a  conveyance  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration without  notice.  Is  it  so  clear  that  any  relief 
can  be  had  against  a  purchaser  under  such  circumstances? 
It  is  true  that  in  Collins  v.  Archer  (a),  Sir  John  Leaeh 
held,  that  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  had  no  defence  against  a  plaintiff  relying  upon  i 

(a)  1  Ru88.  &  Myln.  284. 
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legal  title.  But  Sir  Edward  Sugden  does  not  appear  to  1337. 
consider  that  case  as  a  decisive  authority  (a).  He  says  that 
the  title  of  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice  is  a  shield  to  defend  possession^  and  not  a  sword  to 
attack  the  possession  of  others ;  that  it  is  clear  that  it 
protects  possession  from  an  equitable  title^  but  whether  it 
avails  against  a  legal  title  was  perhaps  doubtful,  though 
in  the  last  decision  upon  the  subject,  that  of  Collins  v. 
Archer,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  J.  Leach,  followed 
the  precedent  in  Williams  v.  Lambe  (b). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— I  cannot  but  think  that  the 
alleged  purchaser  of  the  Courton  estate  is  a  necessary  party 
to  this  suit.  If  he  were  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation without  notice,  that  would  protect  him  against  any 
claim  by  the  owner  of  the  legal  estate.  But  Compton,  if 
he  redeemed  Payne's  mortgage,  was  not  bound  to  take 
Payne's  statement  in  the  bill  as  to  the  Courton  estate 
being  purchased  for  a  valuable  consideration  without 
notice.  That  fact  is  not  admitted  in  the  answer,  and 
therefore  I  cannot  take  it  as  a  fact  conceded.  That  fact 
must  some  way  or  other  be  established  before  Compton 
can  be  considered  as  precluded  from  calling  on  that  per- 
son to  be  a  party  to  this  suit.  I  must  look  at  it  in  the 
same  way  as  if  a  party  had  a  mortgage  upon  two  estates, 
which  became  separated  in  different  hands.  The  plaintiff 
has  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  on  one  estate  only.  It  would 
be  very  hard  if  the  purchaser  of  that  one  estate  were 
compelled  to  pay  the  whole  mortgage :  the  party  must  go 
to  the  purchaser  of  the  other  estate,  and  make  him  pay  a 
portion,  or  give  him  the  title  to  the  whole.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  objection  for  want  of  parties  is  one,  without 
getting  rid  of  which,  I  cannot  make  a  final  end  of  the  con- 
troversy. The  case  must  therefore  stand  over,  with  liberty 
for  the  parties  in  both  causes  to  amend. 

(a)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  chap,  xviii.  (6)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  264. 
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MEMORANDA. 

Xn  February  1887,  Thomm  CoUman^  Esq.,  one  of  Hit 
Majesty's  counsel,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif, 
and  gave  rings  with  the  motto  "  Jus  suum  euique,^  and 
was  thereupon  appointed  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  in  the  room  of  Mr.  Justice  Gaselee, 
who  had  resigned  that  oflSce,  and  shortly  afterwards  re- 
ceived the  honour  of  knighthood. 

About  the  same  time,  the  following  gentlemen  were 
appointed  His  Majesty's  counsel  learned  in  the  kw, 
namely,  Francis  Newman  Rogers,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 
Esq.;  Biggs  Andrews,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq.; 
George  ChiUon  and  John  Evans,  of  the  Inner  Temple, 
Esqs.,  and  RichardBudden  Crowder,  of  Lincoln's  Inn»  Esq. 


Feb.  Sth,  iStk.  DOWBIGOEN  9.  BoURNE. 

A.,  and  B.,  X  HIS  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing  upon  the  answers 

having  given'  and  evidence.    The  facts,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  and  as  re- 

witS*promit.  ported  in  1  Younge,  111,  were  not  disputed;  but  the 

•ory  note  Co  point  of  law  which  ou  the  former  occasion  was  raised  by 

C,  the  latter         *^  ' 

brought  sei>arate  demurrer,  was  now  re-argued. 

actions  against 
A.  and  B.  upon 

the  note,  and  Mr.  James  RusseU,  for  the  plaintiflF.— The  point  re- 
recovered  judg*  ■  » 

ment  in  both  senred  for  argument  on  the  present  occasion  was  Tirtuallf 

afterwards  is-  decided  in  the  plaintiff's  favour  by  Lord  Chief  Baron 

i'JIIit'thOuX"  ^i^^onder,  when  he  overruled  the  demurrer.     The  qaes- 

ment  obtained  tion  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  who  is  the  personal  repre- 

against  B.t 

whereby  B.  was  scntativc  of  John  Dowbiggcn,  has  an  equity  to  have  the 
plaj^e^hoie    judgment  obtained  against  Cawthorne  assigned  to  her* 

debt  and  costs. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  administratrix  of  B.,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  aidgnmcnt  of  tin 
Judgment  which  had  been  recovered  against  A.,  the  principal  debtor: — HeU,  that  aoeh  Jodgmcflt 
not  being  available  at  law  in  the  hands  of  the  creditor,  waa  not  available  in  equity  in  tbe  hands  of 
the  surety,  and  consequently  that  the  Court  eould  not  compel  an  assignment,  aa  fonght  hy  the  bBL 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  46!) 

The  law  upon  that  point  is  settled  by  some  ancient  and        1B37* 
numy  modem  decisions.     The  case  of  Parsons  v.  iVic/-    ^ 

^  DowBiaoBN 

dock  la),  which  is  an  old  authority,  has  been  recognised  »• 

BOUEMB. 

and  approved  of  by  modem  Judges,  though  going  much 
farther  than  the  present  case.  In  that  case  there  was  no 
priTity  between  the  sureties  and  the  bail ;  but  an  action 
having  been  brought  against  the  principal  debtor,  and  bail 
being  given,  and  in  that  action  judgment  having  been  ob- 
tained against  the  bail,  but  not  enforced  to  execution,  the 
creditor  availed  himself  of  the  bond  given  by  the  sureties, 
and  the  Court  gave  the  sureties  the  benefit  of  the  judg- 
ment against  the  bail,  saying  that  the  bail  should  be  con- 
sidered as  the  principal,  and  that  having  paid  the  creditor 
they  should  have  the  judgment  assigned  to  them.  And 
yet  it  is  clear  that  if  the  creditor  had  obtained  payment, 
and  had  endeavoured  to  enforce  payment  again,  the  pro- 
ceedings would  have  been  stayed.  The  general  principle 
is  laid  down  in  Wright  y.  Morley  (b),  where  Sir  William 
Grant  says,  that  as  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  all  the  securities  which  the  principal  debtor  has  given 
to  his  surety,  the  surety  has  full  as  good  an  equity  to  the 
benefit  of  all  the  securities  the  principal  gives  to  the  cre- 
ditor. The  decision  of  Lord  Eldon^  in  Copts  v.  Middle- 
tan  (c),  is  not  inconsistent  with  this  principle,  though  his 
Lordship  qualified  the  right  of  the  surety  in  certain  cases. 
It  was  there  held  that  if  A.  as  principal,  and  B.as  surety, 
are  jointly  bound  in  a  bond,  and  B.  pays  the  bond,  the  in- 
strument is  extinguished  by  that  payment ;  and  the  surety, 
though  he  has  a  claim  against  the  principal  debtor  for  the 
money  paid,  has  nevertheless  no  claim  as  a  specialty  creditor. 
In  Hodgson  V.  Shaw  {d),  Sir  John  Leach  likewise  decided 
that  the  surety  in  a  bond  who  had  paid  ofi*  the  debt  could 
not  stand  in  the  situation  of  a  specialty  creditor  of  the 


(a)  2  Vcm.  608.  (r)  Turn.  &  Russ.  224. 

(h)  11  Vcs.  22.  {d)  3  M.  &  K.183. 
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1837.        principal  debtor.     But  upon  appeal  hord  Brougham  r^^ 
f.  .      versed  Sir  John  Leach's  decision,  upon  a  distinction  which 

V.  was  not  taken  before  His  Honor,  but  which  is  quite  con- 

sistent with  former  decisions.  In  that  case  one  Whaky 
was  surety  in  a  bond  given  by  Shaw  for  securing  a  sum 
of  money  and  interest  due  from  Shaw  under  a  former 
bond.  Whaley,  and  after  his  decease  his  executors,  made 
various  payments  on  account  of  what  was  due  under  the 
second  bond,  till  the  whole  was  discharged.  The  execu* 
tors  then  procured  an  assignment  of  the  original  bond  in 
trust  for  their  benefit,  and  claimed  to  be  specialty  crediton 
against  the  estate  of  Shaw ;  and  Lord  Brougham  held 
that  the  executors  were  entitled  to  all  the  existing  secu- 
rities which  the  creditor  had  against  the  principal  debtor; 
that  though  the  second  bond  was  satisfied  and  gone, 
there  still  remained  a  bond  in  which  Shaw  was  the  sole 
obligor,  and  that  by  virtue  of  that  bond  they  were  enti- 
tled to  stand  as  specialty  creditors  against  his  estate. 
His  Lordship's  judgment  proceeded  on  the  rule  of  equity 
as  stated  by  Sir  S.  Romilly — namely,  that  **  a  surety  will 
be  entitled  to  every  remedy  which  the  creditor  has  against 
the  principal  debtor,  to  enforce  every  security  and  all 
means  of  payment."  The  case  of  Hudson  v.  Stahoood  (a) 
is  an  authority  to  shew  that  this  rule  is  regarded  even  st 
law.  [Alderson,  B. — I  do  not  understand  the  doctrine  of 
that  case,  notwithstanding  the  high  authority  of  Lord 
Hardwicke,']  Here  the  judgment  against  the  principal 
debtor  remains  unsatisfied,  and  the  plaintiff  claims  to  have 
the  security  assigned  to  her  to  make  it  available  against 
the  estate  of  Cawthorne.  [Alderson,  B.-— Suppose  there 
had  been  only  one  action  and  judgment — you  could  have 
had  no  equity ;  so  that  the  equity  you  claim  depends  on 
the  form  of  the  proceedings  at  law,  there  being  two  ac- 
tions.]  If  there  had  been  only  one  action,  there  would  cer- 

(fl)  Ca.  Temp.  Harder.  163. 


COURT  OP  EXCHEQUER.  465 

tainly  have  been  nothing  for  equity  to  operate  upon  ;  but         1837. 
there  being  two  actions,  and  judgment  in  one  of  them  re-    dowbioobit 
maioing  unsatisfied,  I  have  a  right  to  the  benefit  of  that  »• 

judgment.  Suppose  I  brought  scire  facias  on  that  judg- 
ment ;  Cawthorne  could  not  defend  liimself  except  under 
the  statute  of  Anne  (a).  What  equitable  foundation  would 
there  be  in  such  a  case  for  any  court  to  interpose  against 
my  right  to  sue?  The  unsatisfied  judgment  being  made 
aTailable  for  the  surety,  would  be  no  reason  for  a  Court  of 
equity  to  stop  my  legal  right,  but  on  the  contrary,  it  would 
be  a  ground  for  allowing  the  surety  the  full  benefit  of  the 
judgment.  If  A.  grants  an  annuity,  and  enters  into  a  bond 
as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  B.  en- 
ters into  a  separate  bond  as  surety,  it  is  unquestionable 
that  the  principal  creditor,  being  paid  the  amount  of  one 
bond,  cannot  sue  on  the  other,  and  the  surety  has  a  right% 
to  the  unsatisfied  bond.  Suppose,  instead  of  two  bonds, 
two  warrants  of  attorney  are  given  in  the  same  manner ; 
what  becomes  of  the  doctrine  of  principal  and  surety,  if, 
when  by  means  of  the  judgment  entered  up  against  me 
the  creditor  has  obtained  payment  of  his  whole  demand, 
I  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  the  judgment  which  he  may 
have  entered  up  on  the  other  warrant  of  attorney  ? — He 
then  referred  to  Butcher  v.  Churchill  {b),  and  Sharpe  v. 
Earl  of  Scarborough  (c). 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  G.  Richards  for  the  defen- 
dant Mrs.  Cawthorne,  the  personal  representative  of 
Cawthorne. — The  questions  are,  first,  whether,  under  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  assignment  of  this  judgment ;  and,  secondly,  if  so  en- 
titled, whether  it  can  be  made  available  at  law.  It  has  been 
stated  that  the  point  was  adjudicated  by  Lord  Chief  Baron 
Alexander.    There  are,  indeed,  several  propositions  in 

(fl)  Stat.  4  Ann.  c  16.        (b)  14  Ves.  5f>7.        (c)  3  Ve».  55?. 
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18d7.         his  lordship's  judgment  which  may  be  deemed  question- 

j.^^  able,  but  he  took  great  pains  to  say  that  he  would  not 

».  decide  the  point  now  before  the  Court.     Why  he  did  not 

Bourns* 

decide  it,  it  is  difficult  to  say.    The  defendant  admitted, 

as  he  does  now,  all  the  facts,  but  disputed  the  law.  Hit 
lordship,  however,  for  some  reason  which  does  not  appear, 
considered  that  he  could  not  decide  the  point  of  law. 
The  question  is,  not  whether  the  plaintiff  is  a  creditor  of 
Cawthorne ;  for  that  is  admitted :  but  whether^  under  the 
circumstances,  she  is  entitled  to  the  assignment  of  ths 
judgment  against  him.  The  two  judgments  were  obtained 
at  different  times.  That  against  the  principal  having 
failed,  by  reason  of  his  insolvency,  another  judgment 
was  obtained  against  the  surety,  under  which  executioD 
issued,  and  the  debt  was  satisfied.  But  it  has  been  ex- 
pressly decided,  that  if  collateral  securities  are  given  fors 
debt  at  a  different  time  from  that  when  the  debt  was  con- 
tracted, the  surety  paying  the  debt  is  not  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  the  collateral  securities:  Wade  v.  Coope{a). 
So,  in  the  case  before  Lord  Eldon^  he  treats  the  collateral 
securities  as  given  at  the  same  time ;  and  hence  it  would 
follow  from  these  authorities,  that  even  if  this  judgment 
were  available  at  law,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled 
to  an  assignment  of  it  for  her  benefit. 

But  supposing  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  the  assignment, 
could  it  be  made  available  at  law  ?  Would  not  a  court 
of  law  hold  it  to  be  satisfied,  and  would  not  a  court  of 
equity,  therefore,  stultify  itself  in  ordering  an  assignment? 
In  Gammon  v.  Stone  (b),  the  surety  of  a  bond  went  to  tbs 
obligee,  and  offered  to  pay  the  money  if  the  obligee  would 
assign ;  but  the  obligee  refusing  so  to  do,  the  Court  would 
not  compel  an  assignment.  In  fVqfftngion  v.  Sparks  (c), 
a  case  of  a  similar  nature.  Sir  Thomas  Clark,  in  com- 

(a)  2  Sim.  155.  (b)  1  Vcs.  sen.  339. 

(c)  2  Ves.  sen.  569. 
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menting  upon  the  case  of  Gammon  ▼.  Stone,  said,  that        18d7. 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  that  case  held  that  the  assignment    ^ 
was  not  to  be  uisisted  upon,  because  it  was  a  useless  thing ;  v. 

the  bond  when  once  satisfied  being  fundus  officio.  The 
ease  of  CopU  v.  Middleion  (a)  is  a  strong  authority  for 
the  defendant.  That  was  not  the  case  of  a  bill  filed  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  assignmenti  but  of  a  surety 
insisting  that,  having  paid  the  bond,  he  was  entitled  to  rank 
as  a  specialty  creditor.  It  is  clear  that,  if  he  could  have 
enforced  an  assignment  of  the  bond,  he  would  have  been 
a  specialty  creditor,  but  Lord  Eldon  held  that  he  was  only 
a  simple-contract  creditor.  The  case  of  Copis  v.  Mid- 
dleUm  has  been  acted  upon  ever  since,  though  some  learned 
judges  have  doubted  whether  it  was  not  carried  too  far. 
In  Onge  v.  Truelock  (A),  the  surety  in  a  bond  had  paid 
the  whole  debt  with  interest.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  him 
against  his  co-sureties  for  contribution,  one  question  was, 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  any  interest  as  against 
his  co-obligors.  Lord  Plunkeii  held  that,  though  enti* 
tied  to  contribution  on  the  sum  actually  paid,  he  was  not 
entitled  to  interest  in  the  absence  of  express  contract. 
Now  it  is  clear  that  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  inter- 
est if  he  were  entitled  to  have  an  assignment  of  the  bond. 
In  Jones  v.  Davids  (c),  a  person  joined  a  testator  as  surety 
in  a  bond  which  he  paid  after  the  death  of  the  testator, 
taking  an  assignment  of  the  bond :  it  was  held  that  he 
was  only  a  simple-contract  creditor  of  the  testator.  The 
case  of  Hodgson  v.  Shaw  (d)  was  decided  by  Lord 
Brougham  on  its  own  peculiar  circumstances.  His  lord- 
ship, however,  did  not  question  the  decision  in  Copis  v. 
Middleion,  or  any  of  the  other  cases,  except  the  case  in 
Vernon,  which  he  considered  inconsistent  with  later  de- 
eisions. 

(a)  Tom.  ft  Ross.  224.  (c)  4  Rust.  277* 

(h)  2  Molloy,  31,  42.  {d)  3  M.  &  K.  183. 
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1837.  Supposing  the  Court  were  to  direct  the  assignment  of 

J     "^^      the  judficment,  the  assiirnee  must  sue  in  the  name  of  the 
V.  party  who  obtained  it.     He  must  also  revive  his  judgment 

by  applying  to  the  Court  in  which  it  was  obtained.  The 
judgment  is  more  than  ten  years'  standing,  and  the  party 
dead.  If  liberty  were  given  to  recover  it,  we  might  plead 
satisfaction  to  the  scire  facicu.  lAlderson,  B. — I  think 
that  a  party  applying  to  revive  a  judgment  of  more  than 
ten  years*  standing  must  make  an  aJBidavit  that  the  judg- 
ment is  unsatisfied.]  That  may  almost  be  inferred  froiD 
the  79th  General  Rule,  Hil.  Term,  1832  (a).  How  could 
the  Bournes,  the  plain tifis  at  law,  make  such  an  affidavit! 
But  suppose  the  aflSdavit  were  made  and  the  judgment 
revived;  if  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  at  law 
had  been  satisfied  aliunde,  would  not  that  be  a  bar  to 
the  scire  facias?  The  case  put  by  Mr.  Seijeant 
Williams  {b)  is  precisely  in  point :  ''  When  an  obligee 
sues  one  of  two  obligors  in  a  joint  and  several  bond 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  recovers,  and  afterwards  suea 
the  other  in  the  King's  Bench,  and  recovers,  if  one  of  them 
makes  satisfaction,  the  other  shall  have  an  auditd  quereU 
to  avoid  execution  against  him,  for  the  plaintiff  can  only 
have  one  satisfaction.**  Upon  these  authorities  it  is  en- 
dent  that  the  judgment  now  sought  to  be  assigned  coold 
not  be  made  available  at  law,  and,  consequently,  a  decree 
to  compel  the  assignment  of  it  would  be  totally  useless. 
It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  this  bill  should  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Duckworth,  for  the  defendants,  the 
Bournes. 

Mr.  Russell  in  reply. — It  has  been  said  that  the  surety 
is  not  entitled  to  any  other  securities  than  those  that  nxt 

{b)  See  3  B.  &  Ad.  3S5.  (a)  2  Wms.  Saund.  148,  n.  (1). 
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given  at  the  time  he  becomes  surety.     There  is  no  autho-        1837. 
rity  for   that  proposition.      In  Wade  v.  Coope  (a),  the    ^^^^^1^ 
security  of  which  the  surety  sought  to  avail  himself  had  ». 

i_  •  .    .  ,./«  ...  .  Bourne. 

been  given,  it  is  true,  at  a  different  time ;  but  it  was  given 
for  a  distinct  debt,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  a  distinct 
part  of  the  original  debt:  and  the  decision  of  the  Court 
went  entirely  upon  that  ground.  The  time  when  the 
securities  are  given  is  of  no  importance.  If  I  am  a  surety, 
and  the  creditor  avails  himself  of  my  liability,  I  have  a 
right  to  put  in  force  all  the  securities  for  that  debt  which 
I  can  obtain :  Ex  parte  Rushworth  (jb).  In  Wright  v. 
Morley^  the  surety  was  held  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a 
security  to  which  he  was  not  a  party ;  and  in  Hodgson  v. 
SkaWf  the  securities  were  given  at  different  times.  The 
principle  on  which  the  plaintiff's  claim  depends  is,  that  a 
surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  securities  which  can 
be  made  available  for  his  indemnity.  But  it  is  said  that 
the  judgment  against  Cawthorne  cannot  be  enforced  at 
law.  Is  that  judgment  wholly  satisfied  by  the  subsequent 
judgment  against  Dowbiggen  ?  The  former  was  for  the 
whole  1481/.  lOs. ;  the  latter  for  1277/1  4fs.  8d.  only.  It 
is  admitted  that  Dowbiggen  paid  the  whole  debt.  Sup- 
poung  then  the  second  judgment  to  be  a  satisfaction  of 
the  first,  to  the  extent  of  1277/.  4ts,  8cf.,  why  is  the  surety 
not  entitled  to  the  first  security  to  the  extent  of  the  residue 
of  200/.  and  upwards  ?  lAlderson,  B. — Would  not  that 
be  an  inequitable  judgment  as  against  Cawthorne  on  the 
part  of  Bourne,  if  1277/.  4s.  8d.  was  all  that  was  due  to 
him  ?  How  do  you  make  out  that  you  could  in  any  way 
make  that  judgment  available  against  Cawthorne  ?]  At  all 
events,  the  payments  made  by  the  sureties  anterior  to  the 
judgment  against  Cawthorne,  could  not  be  in  satisfaction 
of  that  judgment.  [AUerson,  B. — Supposing  the  Bournes 
alone  concerned,  and  it  appeared  by  their  afiidavit,  on  ap- 

(«)  2  Sim.  166.  (6)  10  Ves.  409. 
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1837.        plication  to  recover  the  judgment^  that  the  debt  had  been 
paid  by  the  surety^  would  a  court  of  law  allow  executicm 
9.  on  the  judgment  against  Cawthorne?]    If  the  plainiiff 

applied  for  a  scire  facias^  the  debtor  could  make  no  de- 
fence :  Bac  Abr.  Scire  Facias^  E«  Auditd  Quereldf  B. 
{Aldereon^  B. — A  court  of  law  only  looks  to  the  partief 
before  the  Court.  Now,  taking  the  Bournes  to  be  the 
only  parties  interested,  the  Court  would  not  allow  tbem 
to  issue  execution  against  Cawthorne  for  a  debt  already 
satisfied.] 


Alderson,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that,  if  the 
entitled  to  any  relief  at  law,  she  is  entitled  to  the  assign- 
ment of  this  judgment ;  but  that,  if  that  judgment  cannot  be 
made  available  at  law,  I  ought  not  to  make  an  order  which 
would  be  entirely  useless*  The  authorities  are  clear  thsl 
I  ought  not  to  make  such  an  order.  The  point  which  I 
shall  take  time  to  consider  is,  whether,  if  the  judgment 
were  assigned,  it  could  be  made  available  at  law. 

Fth,  \5th.  Alderson,  B. — I  expressed  my  opinion  on  the  bearing 
of  this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  derive  any  benefit 
from  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  against  Cawthorne; 
and  that,  supposing  that  to  be  the  case,  there  was  not  aqr 
ground  for  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity  to  decree 
that  assignment.  The  question  I  desired  an  opportunity 
to  consider,  was,  whether  under  the  circumstances  tbeie 
would  be  any  remedy  at  law,  supposing  an  assignment  of 
the  judgment  were  actually  executed  to  the  executors  of 
Mr.  Dowbiggen.  It  is  quite  clear  from  the  autboritieif 
that  a  surety  who  pays  the  debt  of  the  principal  debtor  ii 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  those  securities  which  the 
creditor  himself  could  render  available  against  die  prin- 
cipal debtor.  That  point  was  in  effect  determined  bf 
Chief  Baron  Alexander^  on  the  argument  of  the  demurrer 
in  this  case ;  and  I  cannot  help  regretting  that  he  did  not 
then  dispose  of  the  question  of  law  which  is  now  raisedi 


Bourne. 
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and  which  was  as  ripe  for  discussion  seven  years  ago  as  it         1837. 
is  at  the  present  time.  ^    "     ' 

.  ,  DOWBIOOEM 

In  this  case  the  assignee,  if  he  obtain  an  assignment  of  v. 

the  judgment,  must  necessarily  proceed  in  the  name  of  the 
assignor,  to  enforce  that  judgment.  Now,  what  are  the 
facts  of  the  case?  A  joint  and  several  promissory  note  was 
entered  into  by  Cawthorne  and  Dowbiggen  as  his  surety. 
The  note  when  due  was  not  paid,  and  the  payee  of  the 
promissory  note  brought  an  action,  and  obtained  judg- 
ment for  the  full  amount  of  the  note  and  interest  against 
Cawthorne,  the  principal  debtor,  for  I  think  it  is  fully  es- 
tablished that  Cawthorne  was  the  principal  debtor.  The 
holder  of  the  note,  having  obtained  this  judgment  against 
Cawthorne,  finding  that  it  was  not  likely  to  be  made 
available,  brought  another  action,  as  he  was  entitled  to  do, 
against  Dowbiggen  the  surety,  and  recovered  judgment 
against  Dowbiggen  for  the  amount  of  the  note  and  in- 
terest* Dowbiggen  paid  the  amount  of  the  principal 
money  and  interest  due  on  the  note,  and  the  costs  of  the 
action  against  him,  and  the  holder  of  the  note,  having  been 
thus  satisfied  the  whole  of  the  principal  money  and  in- 
terest, had  no  further  claim,  except  perhaps  in  respect  of 
the  costs  of  the  action  against  Cawthorne ;  and  if  he  had 
afterwards  ventured  to  proceed  on  the  judgment  against 
Cawthorne,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered,  would  have  interfered  in  a  summary 
manner  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  judgment,  except  for 
these  costs.  The  whole  effect,  therefore,  of  assigning 
the  judgment  to  the  plaintiff  would  be  to  give  her  that 
which  would  be  wholly  useless,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
recovering  the  costs  of  the  action  against  Cawthorne,  and  to 
which,  as  administratrix  of  Dowbiggen,  she  could  not  pos- 
sibly have  any  right.  And  that  it  had  been  felt  that  she 
had  no  such  right,  was  evident  from  the  tender  to  the 
defendants,  the  Bournes,  of  those  costs.  The  case  in  sub- 
stance is  not  distinguishable  from  the  case  (a)  before  Lord 

(a)  Turo.  &  Russ.  231. 
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1837. 


DOWBTOOEN 
BOURNB. 


EUon,  in  which  he  says^  that  if  a  bond  is  given  by  piin* 
cipal  and  surety^  and  at  the  same  time  a  mortgage  is  made 
for  securing  the  debt^  the  surety  paying  the  bond  has  a 
right  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee ;  but  that  if 
there  is  nothing  but  the  bond,  the  surety,  after  discharging 
it,  cannot  set  it  up  against  the  principal  debtor. 

It  appears  to  me  that  any  assignment  of  the  judgment 
would  be  entirely  useless ;  and,  therefore,  under  the  whole 
of  the  circumstances,  I  think  the  bill  must  be  diamiased; 
but  as  the  Bournes  might,  I  think,  readily  have  given 
to  Mrs.  Dowbiggen  what  she  required,  though  it  was  per- 
fectly useless,  I  think  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  against 
them  without  costs.  There  is  no  ground  or  pretext  for 
making  the  surety  pay  the  costs  of  the  principal :  the  bill 
must,  therefore,  also  be  dismissed  without  costs  agaimt 
the  defendant  Cawthorne. 

See  Reed  v.  Norris,  2  Myl.  &  C.  136. 


Feb.  13M, 
i5th. 

The  general 
rule  is,  that  no 
other  evidence 
can  be  given  at 
a  rehearing 
than  might  have 
been  given  at 
the  hearing. 
Therefore, 
where  a  docu- 
ment it  not  in- 
cluded in  the 
order  of  course 
to  prove  exhi- 
bits oivd  voce  at 
the  hearing,  or 
when  the  plain- 
tiff has  obtained 
no  such  order, 
he  cannot  ob- 
tain an  order  to 
prove  an  exhi- 
bit vivd  voct  at 
a  rehearing 
without  a  spe- 
cial application. 


LOVBLL  V.  HiCKS. 

I.  HE  plaintiff  in  this  cause  presented  his  petition  of  re- 
hearing, for  the  purpose  of  having  that  part  of  the  judg- 
ment reversed  which  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  what  pro- 
portions of  the  sum  of  3000/.,  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  had 
been  received  by  the  defendants,  Hicks,  Watson,  and 
Todd,  and  which  decreed  that  those  defendantiB  shook! 
repay  the  same,  and  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed 
against  the  defendant  Smith  (a).  The  object  of  the  petition 
was  to  make  the  defendant  Smith  equally  liable  with  the 
other  defendants,  Hicks  being  insolvent  and  abroad,  Todd 
being  in  poor  circumstances,  and  Watson  being  dead,  and 
his  representative  not  admitting  assets. 

The  plaintiff,  by  his  petition,  stated,  that  it  appeared, 
from  the  terms  of  the  articles  of  agreement  of  tbe*^rd 
March,  1832,  and  the  receipt  indorsed  thereon,  a^  well  at 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  58. 
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from  the  answers  of  the  defendants^  and  from  other  mutters  1837* 
in  eTidence,  that  the  defendants  Hicks^  Smith,  Todd,  and 
Watson,  were  jointly  interested  in  the  profits  of  the  pa- 
tent, and  that  the  agreement  in  question  was  entered  into 
by  the  petitioner  with  the  defendants  jointly;  that  the 
said  sum  of  3000/.  was  in  fact  paid  by  the  petitioner  to 
the  defendants  jointly,  or  on  their  joint  account;  that  the 
petitioner  had  in  his  possession  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
1000/.,  which  he  had  given  to  the  defendants  in  part  pay- 
ment of  the  3000/.;  that  this  bill,  dated  17th  March,  1832, 
was  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon  and  accepted  by  Messieurs 
Carr  Glyn  and  Company,  and  was  made  payable  two 
months  after  date  to  Messrs.  Hicks,  Smith,  Todd,  and 
Company,  or  order;  and  that  it  was  indorsed  in  the  fol- 
lowing words: — "  Pay  to  O-  II.  Smith,  Esq.,  or  order,  per 
procuration  of  Hicks,  Smith  &  Co.;  William  Todd;  O. 
H.  Smith;**  which  signatures  were  in  the  handwriting  of 
Todd  and  Smith  respectively.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  plaintiff  submitted  that  the  defendants  ought  to  be 
declared  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  make  good  the 
whole  of  the  3000/.,  with  interest  at  5/.  per  cent.,  together 
with  the  costs  of  the  suit;  and  he  prayed  that  the  cause 
might  be  reheard  for  that  purpose,  and  that  upon  such 
rehearing  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  give  in  evidence  the 
bill  of  exchange. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  originally  obtain  any  order  for 
proving  exhibits  vivd  voce  at  the  hearing,  but,  after  filing 
this  petition,  he  obtained  an  order  of  course  to  prove  the 
bill  of  exchange  vivd  voce  at  the  rehearing,  whereupon  it 
was  now  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  Smith  and 
Todd^  that  such  the  order  so  obtained  might  be  discharged 
for  irregularity,  with  costs. 

Mr.  Wigram,  Mr.  Lynch,  and  Mr.  Heathfield,  for  the 
motion. — The  only  evidence  which  a  party  is  entitled,  as 
of  course,  to  read  at  a  rehearing,  is  the  evidence  which  he 

VOL.  II.  I  I  EQ.  EX. 
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1837'  had  collected  before  the  hearing :  Williams  v.  Good' 
child  {a).  If  it  can  be  proved  that  a  party  was  in  a  situs- 
tion  to  produce  certain  evidence  at  the  hearing,  but  that 
he  had  omitted  to  do  so,  he  would  be  entitled  as  a  matter 
of  course  to  use  that  evidence  at  the  rehearing;  but  he 
can  read  no  other  evidence  without  a  special  application. 
Here  there  was  no  order  to  prove  exhibits  vivd  voce  at  the 
hearing;  there  must,  therefore,  be  a  special  case  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  that  proof  at  the  rehearing:  Wilde  t. 
Ward(b) ,  Cutien  v.  Sanger  (c).  In  Bingham  v.  Dawson  (d), 
Lord  Eldon  refused  to  allow  a  supplemental  bill  to  be  filed 
for  the  purpose  of  introducing  new  evidence^  where  the 
proper  means  for  searching  for  it  had  not  been  used  pre* 
yiously  to  the  decree.  Here  the  plaintiff  cannot  say  that 
he  did  not  know  of  this  bill  of  exchange  before  the  bear- 
ing.  He  is  altogether  silent  upon  that  point.  He  oughti 
however,  upon  the  authority  of  Partridge  v.  Usborne(e)t 
to  have  shewn,  first,  that  he  had  used  due  diligence  in 
proving  the  document  originally;  and,  secondly,  that  it  is 
material  to  the  issue.  The  Court  of  Chancery  has  un- 
questionably, in  some  cases,  admitted  documentary  evi- 
dence upon  an  appeal  which  was  not  used  at  the  hearing* 
That  was  done  \n  Dashwoody.  Lord  Bulkeley{f\  and 
Buckmaster  v.  Hartop  (g),  though  under  what  special  cir- 
cumstances does  not  appear.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  it 
could  not  be  done  of  course  :  Higgins  v.  MiUs  (h).  Even 
upon  the  original  hearing,  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  ex- 
tremely jealous  of  allowing  an  interrogatory  to  be  exhi- 
bited for  the  purpose  of  introducing  new  evidence  after 
the  cause  has  come  to  a  hearing:  Cox  y.  Allingham{i)t 
Wood  V.  Lindsay  (k).     This  Court  is  undoubtedly  less 

(a)  2  Rubs.  91.  (/)  10  Ves.  230. 

(6)  2  Y.  &  J.  381.  (g)  13  Ves.  456. 

(c)  3  Y.  &  J.  374.  (A)  6  Ru88. 287- 

{d)  Jac.  243.  (t)  Jac.  337- 

(e)  6  Russ.  195.  (k)  4  Sim.  3  a. 
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Strict  in  matters  of  this  nature  than  the  Court  of  Chan-         ^^'' 
cerj;  but  though  it  will  permit  the  proof  of  documents  at 
A  rehearing  which  were  not  used*  at  the  original  hearing, 
it  will  be  guided  in  its  discretion  by  affidavits  stating  spe- 
cial circumstances. 

The  defendants  rely  on  the  strict  rule  of  practice  in  this 
case,  because  it  is  obvious^  from  the  statement  in  the 
petition,  that  the  plaintiff  is  seeking,  by  means  of  this 
document,  to  establish  a  partnership  between  these  defen- 
dants— a  point  which  is  not  charged  in  the  bill,  and  is, 
therefore,  not  in  issue.  If  it  were  in  issue,  it  would  be 
sufficient  to  say  that  Dickenson  v.  Valpy  {a)  distinguishes 
this  kind  of  part-ownership  from  ordinary  partnerships. 
That  question,  however,  has  not  been  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings: and  on  that  ground  alone  your  Lordship  will  refuse 
to  allow  the  proof  of  this  document.  [Aldersont  B. — If 
the  document  is  immaterial,  it  will  be  rejected  when  ten- 
dered. Your  proper  point  is,  that  it  could  not  have  been 
used  in  evidence  originally,  and  therefore  cannot  now.] 

Mr.  Knighif  Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  Blunt,  contrh. — The 
question  is  not  now  what  evidence  your  Lordship  will 
receive  on  the  rehearing;  and  it  is  quite  consistent  with 
the  failure  of  this  motion,  that  the  document  in  question 
should  not  be  allowed  to  be  read.  The  order  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  read  tiie  exhibit  at  the  rehearing, 
saving  all  just  exceptions  which  shall  be  taken  to  the 
reading  thereof.  You  cannot  discuss  the  admissibility  of 
the  evidence  on  a  motion  of  this  sort.  The  mere  proof 
of  the  handwriting  of  the  party  will  not  make  the  docu- 
ment evidence,  and,  therefore,  the  materiality  or  admissi- 
bility of  it  as  evidence  is  entirely  out  of  the  question. 

If  this  order  had  been  obtained  before  the  original 
hearing,  the  present  motion  would  not  have  been  sus- 

(fl)  10  B.  &  C.  129. 
I  2 
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1837.        tainecl  for  a  moment ;  and  the  only  question  \b,  whether 
LovELL       ^^^  order  thus  obtained  before  a  rehearing  will  not  equally 
<^*  avail  the  plaintiff.     In  a  court  of  equity,  a  rehearing  is  a 

matter  of  right.  It  is  not  like  an  application  for  a  new 
trial  at  law,  which  must  be  founded  on  special  circum* 
stances.  In  Chancery^  if  a  decree  is  not  inroUed,  you 
may  rehear  after  twenty  years.  In  this  Court  the  time 
for  rehearing  is  very  limited,  but  the  right  to  a  rehearing 
is  indisputable.  That  being  so,  it  is  clear  that  a  party 
may  introduce  at  the  rehearing  any  documentary  evidence 
that  he  pleases,  without  any  special  order.  Upon  a  re- 
hearing the  question  is  not,  as  it  is  upon  an  appeal  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  whether  the  Judge  below  has  decided 
right  or  wrong;  and,  consequently,  there  is  no  necessity  to 
be  bound  by  the  evidence  used  in  the  Court  below.  That 
was  very  apparent  in  the  case  of  Lambert  y.  Fisher  {a), 
where  the  Vice  Chancellor  having  decided  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiffs,  who  were  lessees  of  Trinity  College,  Cambridge, 
the  cause  was  reheard  before  Lord  Brougham,  upon  docu- 
mentary evidence  which  was  then  produced  for  the  College, 
but  which  liad  not  been  produced  at  the  original  hearing; 
and  his  Lordship  decided  the  case  the  other  way,  and 
made  the  College  pay  the  costs  for  not  using  the  docu- 
ments in  question  at  the  original  hearing.  [Alderson,  B. 
— The  difEculty  here  is,  that  if  this  order  had  been  ob- 
tained in  the  first  instance,  it  would  only  have  applied  to 
documents  which  were  then  in  the  party's  possession. 
Documents,  however,  may  be  subsequently  discovered; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  the  practice  to  allow  tbe 
production  of  those  documents  as  a  matter  of  course.] 
Whatever  is  true  of  an  original  hearing  is  true  of  a  rehear- 
ing. You  cannot  add  to  the  interrogatories  after  publica- 
tion passed,  either  on  the  hearing  or  the  rehearing ;  but 
you  may  apply  in  either  case  to  prove  an  exhibit  vM 

(a)  Not  reported  on  this  point. 
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voce:    Gilb.  For.  Rom.  183,  ed.  1758;    Walker  v.  Stf-        isa?. 
monds  (a).  The  authorities  cited  on  the  other  side  are  not       ,  ^ 
inconsistent  with  this  statement  of  the  practice.     In  Wilde  «> 

T.  Ward,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  admitted  that  the  lease 
of  1804,  though  from  neglect  it  was  not  proved  at  the 
hearing,  might  be  proved  vwd  voce  at  the  rehearing.  In 
Williams  v.  Qoodchild^  other  evidence  besides  documen- 
tary evidence  was  required.  The  cause  was  reheard  after 
the  trial  of  an  issue,  and  it  was  sought  to  introduce  at  the 
hearing  evidence,  beyond  that  of  documents,  which  had 
been  brought  forward  at  the  trial.  Higgins  v.  Mills  de- 
cides nothing  but  that  a  party  may,  if  he  pleases,  have  an 
order  to  prove  exhibits,  upon  notice;  but  he  must  pay 
his  adversary's  costs,  if  he  brings  him  into  Court  The 
other  cases  only  shew  generally  that  you  cannot  add  to 
evidence  upon  interrogatory  without  a  special  case.  They 
are  such  as  would  have  equally  applied  before  the  ori- 
ginal hearing  and  after  publication  passed.  Where  a 
special  case  is  required,  it  is  equally  necessary  after  pub- 
lication and  before  hearing,  as  after  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Wigramy  in  reply. — If  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  the 
hearing  and  rehearing  of  a  cause  are  considered  as  the 
tame  thing  in  regard  to  the  proof  of  written  documents, 
the  reason  is,  that  in  Chancery  the  order  to  prove  ex- 
hibits vivd  voce  is  obtained  without  specifying  the  exhi- 
bits ;  so  that  it  is  not  known  what  documents  are  in  the 
plaintiflTs  possession  at  the  hearing.  In  this  Court  the 
practice  is,  to  specify  the  exhibits ;  therefore,  if  they  are 
not  included  in  the  order  before  the  hearing,  they  cannot 
be  proved  after  .the  hearing  without  a  special  application. 
Even  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  the  proper  course  is  to 
make  a  special  application,  and  that  seems  to  have  been 
done  in  Walker  v.  Symonds,  where,  as  appears  from  the 

(«)  1  Met.  35  n. 
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Registrar's  book,  Sir  Samuel  Romilly  appeared  for  the 
defendants  (a). 

AldersoNi  B. — Unless  the  practice  is  settled  in  regard 
to  the  point  now  at  issue,  it  seems  to  me  most  reasonablei 
and  most  consistent  with  justice,  that  what  a  party  is  not 
in  a  condition  to  prove  at  the  hearing  should  be  treated  as 
new  evidence  on  a  rehearing ;  and  that  to  take  into  con- 
sideration the  causes  of  a  party's  omitting  to  produce  the 
documents  at  the  hearing  would  be  to  introduce  too 
nice  distinctions.  I  shall  leave  the  point  to  be  settled 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  If 
that  is  not  settled,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to 
have  been  a  special  application  to  prove  this  exhibit,  and 
that  the  present  motion  must  be  granted. 


¥eb,  15/A. 


Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  I  took  time  to  consider 
whether  or  not  I  should  agree  to  the  motion  for  setting 
aside  for  irregularity  an  order  which  had  been  obtained  to 
prove  a  document  mvd  voce.  It  was  pressed  very  much 
upon  me,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  it  was  the 
settled  practice  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  admit  those 


(a)  L.  C.  Saturday,  4th  Aug. 
1810.  Walker  v.  Symonds,  Upon 
modon  this  day  made  into  this 
Court  by  Mr.  Jtoupel,  of  counsel 
for  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  prayed  that 
the  plaintiffs  might  be  at  liberty 
at  the  hearinf^  of  this  cause  on 
the  petition  of  appeal  presented 
by  them,  to  examine  one  or  more 
person  or  persons  viva  voce  to 
prove  the  handwriting  of  Thomas 
Griffiths  deceased,  in  the  pleadings 
of  this  cause  named,  and  a  let- 
ter from  him  to  the  plaintiff  Love- 
day  Walker,  dated  the  12th  day  of 
January,  1796;    also  the  hand- 


writing of  George  Tickner  Hardy 
deceased,  to  two  sereral  letten 
from  him  to  the  plaintiff.  Lore- 
day  Walker,  dated  respectitely 
the  27th  day  of  April  and  24tb 
day  of  May,  1797 ;  and  a  letter 
from  the   said   George  Tickoer 

Hardy  to Ryder,  Esq.,  Ncir- 

square,Lincoln*8-inn,  dated  tbeSnd 
day  of  June,  1801,  which,  apoa 
hearing  Sir  Samuel  RomUl^f  of 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  is  or- 
dered accordingly,  lafing  sU 
just  exceptions ;  and  hereof  oodee 
is  to  be  given  forthwith. 
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orders  ex  parte,  as  a  matter  of  course.     It  appears  to  me,         1837* 
upon  the  whole  of  the  argument,  that  the  principle  of  the        love"^ 
thing  lies  altogether  the  other  way.  «• 

At  a  rehearing  the  general  rule  is  this— distinguishing 
it  from  an  appeal — that  all  evidence  which  was  capable 
of  being  given  at  the  time  of  the  hearing,  though  it 
was  not  given,  may  be  given  at  the  rehearing;  but 
that  on  an  appeal  the  evidence  only  which  was  actually 
given  at  the  hearing  is  capable  of  being  given  at  the  time 
when  the  appeal  is  heard — and  for  the  very  best  of  all 
reasons — an  appeal  is  from  a  judgment  of  the  judge  to 
another  tribunal ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  only  justice  to  the 
Court  below  to  act  on  the  same  grounds  on  which  the 
Court  below  acted ;  but  a  rehearing  being  before  the 
same  Court,  is  merely  an  application  to  that  Court, 
upon  fuller  investigation,  to  determine  the  question  which 
it  has  before  decided  upon  less  information. 

An  appeal  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  has,  no  doubt,  the 
nature  of  a  rehearing.     It  partakes  of  the  double  charac-* 
ter  of  both  the  one  and  the  other.     It  is  a  rehearing,  but 
before  a  difTerent  judge.     I  have  sent  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  I  cannot  find>  on  the  best  investigation, 
that  there  is  any  settled  practice  at  all  on  the  subject. 
Out  of  three  registrars  that  have  been  consulted,  two  are 
of  opinion  that  it  is  not  an  ex  parte  apphcation,  and  one 
that  it  is  an  ex  parte  appHcation:  and  we  find   in  an 
old  manuscript  book  of  Mr.  Deaves,  who  was  a  registrar 
or  secretary  to  seven  successive  Masters  of  the  Rolls,  a 
note  to  this  effect : — **  That,  on  a  rehearing,  further  evi- 
dence and  further  documents  may  on  some  occasions  be 
produced*' — the  effect  of  which  would  rather  be  to  shew, 
that  it  was  not  an  ex  parte  application ;  for,  as  he  ex- 
presses it,  the  production  will  be  allowed  '*  on  some  occa- 
sions/' not  on  all.     Now,  that  being  the  state  of  the  prac- 
tice in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  there  being  no  settled 
practice  in  this  Court  on  the  subject,  it  comes  to  be  con- 
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May  lOM. 

Exhibit  not 
proved  at  the 
hearing,  upon 
special  applica- 
tion allowed  to 
be  proved  vhd 
voce  at  the  re- 
hearing. 


sidered  what  is  the  principle  which  ought  to  govern  it: 
and  the  best  way  is  to  settle  the  practice  as  much  as  one 
can  consistently  with  right  reason  and  principle*     That 
being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  would  be  drawing  too 
nice  distinctions  if  I  did  not  hold  it  as  a  general  rule,  that 
that  evidence  which  might  have  been  given  at  the  time  of 
the  hearing,  and  no  other,  may  be  given  at  the  rehearing. 
In  this  court  it  is  the  settled  practice  to  specify  the  docu- 
ments, which  are  to  be  proved  vhd  voce,  in  the  order  for 
proving  them.     If,  therefore,  a  party   had  obtained  any 
order  to  prove  particular  documents  vivd  voce  at  the  time 
of  the  hearing,  of  course  he  may  put  in  under  that  order 
such  of  those  documents  as  he  may  be  advised  at  the  re- 
hearing ;  but  if  the  new  documents  were  not  included  in 
that  order,  I  think  the  production  of  those  new  documents 
at  the  rehearing  is  new  evidence ;  and  that  I  ought  to  hold 
that  new  evidence  cannot  be  produced  at  the  rehearing 
without  a  special  order.     The  result  of  this   opinion  is, 
that  the  order  in  question  must  be  set  aside  ;  but,  as  the 
point  is  new,  without  costs. 

I  ought  to  add,  that  it  appears  from  the  note  of  Walker 
V.  Symondst  as  cited  from  the  Registrar's  book^  that  the 
apphcation  in  that  case  was  not  ex  parte ^  but  that,  on  the 
contrary.  Sir  Samuel  Romilly  was  heard  for  the  defen- 
dants. That  case,  therefore,  is  an  authority  for  granting 
the  present  motion. 

Order  accordingly. 

In  consequence  of  the  foregoing  decision  the  plaintiff 
moved  specially  to  prove  the  exhibit  vivd  voce.  The 
motion  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  bad 
the  document  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  the  hcariDg» 
and  might  then  have  proved  it ;  that  the  defendants  ought 
not  to  suffer  from  the  plaintiff's  neglect  in  that  respect; 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  allow  a  party  to  bring  for- 
ward his  case  by  piece-<meal ;  and  that,  according  to  all 
the  authorities,  the  neglect  of  a  party  to  prove  his  docu- 
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tnents  at  the  bearing  was  a  sufficient  reason  for  reAising  a         1837. 
motion  of  this  nature.  ^LoveliT 


V. 

Hicks. 


Aldbrson,  B. — My  own  opinion  is,  that  parties  ought 
Dot  to  be  allowed  to  produce  new  evidence  upon  a  rehear- 
ing; but  it  has  been  done  over  and  over  again,  and  I  must 
take  the  practice  as  I  find  it.  It  is  certainly  very  objec- 
tionable ;  and,  where  the  rehearing  is  before  another 
Judge,  it  is  a  crying  evil :  but  it  being  the  practice,  I  must 
allow  the  documents  to  be  proved. 

The  case  was  then  reheard  on  the  merits.     The  prin-  Joint  owners  of 
cipal  documents  which  were  relied  upon  on  either  side,  particular °pro- 
and  which  were  in  evidence  at  the  hearing,  were  the  agree-  ""  "*®^  *" 

°  ^  carrying  on  m 

ments  of  the  3rd  March,   1832,  and  the  16th  November,  trade,  are  an- 
1831.     By  the  former    of  these  documents,  which  was  *o/woforthe 
made  between  the  defendant  Hicks  of  the  first  part;  the  *?*««so<^ca- 

t^        '  sioned  in  rela- 

defendants  Smith,  Watson,  and  Todd  of  the  second  part ;  tion  to  the  pa- 
and  the  plaintiflT  of  the  third  part;  reciting  the  grant  of  frauds  of  their 
the  patent  to  Hicks;  and  that  Smith,  Watson,  and  Todd  ^^'^-•dventurer.. 

were  jointly  interested  with  Hicks  in  the  patent,  and  the 
profits  thereof;  and  that  Hicks  and  the  others  had  con- 
tracted with  the  plaintiff  to  grant  to  him  a  licence  to  make 
use  of  the  invention  within  the  town  of  Birmingham,  and 
a  certain  specified  district  around  it:  It  was  witnessed, 
that  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1000/.  paid  to  Hicks, 
Smith,  Watson,  and  Todd  by  the  plaintiflT,  the  receipt 
whereof  they  all  thereby  acknowledged,  and  therefrom  did 
each  and  every  of  them  acquit,  release,  and  discharge  the 
plaintiflf;  and  for  the  other  valuable  considerations  therein 
mentioned,  Hicks,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of 
Smith,  Watson,  and  Todd,  testified,  &c.,  and  also  Smith, 
Watson,  and  Todd,  according  to  their  respective  shares 
and  interest  in  the  premises,  did  thereby,  for  themselves, 
their  executors,  &c.,  severally  and  respectively  give  and 
grant  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  licence  and 
consent  of  Hicks,  and  also  of  Smith,  Watson,  and  Todd, 
that  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  and  might, 
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1837.  during  the  term  therein  mentioned^  exercise  and  make 
use  of  the  said  invention  within  the  district  round  Bir- 
mingham before  mentioned. 

By  the  agreementi  dated  the  16th  November,  18SI, 
the  defendant  Smith  assigned  to  Hicks  all  his  interest  m 
the  sale  of  licences  in  the  town  and  neighbourhood  of 
Birmingham^  and  other  places  mentioned  in  the  agree- 
ment. 

There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  situation  of  Smith  when  he 
contracted  with  the  defendants.  It  was  proved,  that 
the  plaintiff  attended  by  appointment  at  Sir  Greorge 
Duckett's  banking-house,  about  the  ISth  of  March,  1832, 
at  which  time  and  place  all  the  defendants  were  pre- 
sent, and  that  the  plaintiff  then  offered  to  pay  the 
sum  of  1000/.,  part  of  the  entire  consideration,  bymeans 
of  the  bill  of  exchange  now  produced ;  and  according 
to  the  plaintiff's  statement  in  his  affidavit,  made  in  sup- 
port of  the  foregoing  motion,  the  bill  was  seen  and  not 
objected  to  by  the  defendant  Smith,  and  nothing  was 
said  as  to  his  limited  interest  in  the  concern.  The  defen- 
dants, Smith  and  Todd,  however,  by  their  counter-affida- 
vits, swore  that  it  was  distinctly  stated  to  the  plaintiff  at 
the  meeting,  that  Smith  had  parted  with  all  his  interest  in 
the  patent,  so  far  as  affected  the  plaintiff's  right.  With 
respect  to  the  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  Smith  swore 
that  it  was  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  without  his,  the  defen- 
dant's, sanction  or  privity,  but  that  it  was  afterwards  in- 
dorsed to  him  specially  by  the  other  defendants,  as  a 
security  for  a  sum  for  which  they  had  rendered  him  liable 
to  Messrs.  Duckett,  and  that  he  subsequently  indorsed  it, 
not  as  a  part  of  the  indorsement  for  procuration,  but 
solely  to  acquit  the  indorsement  made  to  him  or  his  order. 

Mr.  Knight^  Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  Bluni,  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— On  the  evidence,  it  is  clear  that  there  was  a  joint 
interest  in  the  defendants  in  the  patent  and  all  its  profits. 
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They  receive  the  money  jointly,  they  enter  into  joint  co-         1837. 
Tenants,  they  bring  a  joint  action,  and  they  put  in  a  joint       lovell 
answer.     On  the  other  side  there  is  only  the  agreement        ,  ^ 

HiCKt. 

of  November,  1831,  and  a  conversation,  in  which  it  is 
stated,  but  contradicted,  that  Smith  told  the  plaintiff  he 
had  parted  with  his  interest.  Supposing  the  joint  interest 
to  be  clearly  made  out^  it  surely  cannot  be  contended  that 
a  joint  interest  in  a  patent  is  not  a  partnership.  To  what 
is  the  law  of  partnership  to  be  extended,  if  not  to  a  joint 
interest  in  a  patent  for  baking  bread?  Holmes  y.  Hig^ 
gins  (a),  Dry  v.  Boswellib)^  and  Green  v.  Beesley{c),  are 
authorities  to  shew,  that  the  general  law  of  partnership  is 
not  to  be  confined  to  buying  and  selling  goods,  but  to  all 
sorts  of  speculations.  Here  the  benefits  received  were 
proved  to  be  joint,  and  the  payments  proved  to  be  joint ; 
but,  suppose  even  that  it  was  proved  that  there  was  no 
partnership,  that  the  payments  were  several,  that  Smith 
had  received  nothing,  and  had  ceased  to  have  any  interest, 
and  that  the  only  money  paid  had  come  to  Hicks  alone, 
might  not  the  plaintiff  still  say  that  the  parties  who  had 
led  him  into  this  difficulty  were  several  persons,  of  whom 
Smith  was  one,  and  might  he  not  fairly  and  reasonably 
argue  that  Smith  was  bound  to  indemnify  him  ? 

Mr.  Wigram,  Mr.  Lt/nch,  and  Mr.  Heaihfieldf  for  the 
defendants. — If,  by  means  of  Hicks*s  fraud,  the  other  de- 
fendants had  been  benefited  at  the  plaintiff's  expense, 
they  would  have  been  clearly  bound  to  refund.  ^*  But 
then,"  as  your  Lordship  observed  in  your  judgment  at  the 
hearing,  "  the  other  defendants  are  not  affected  directly 
or  indirectly  with  that  fraud,  and  have  only  received  their 
proportional  shares  of  the  money  through  Hicks."  The 
conclusion  which  your  Lordship  drew  from  these  facts 


(a)  1  B.  &  C.  74 ;  2  D.  &  R.196.  (c)  2  Scott,  164;  2  Bing.  N.  C. 

(6)  1  Camp.  330.  108. 
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1837*  was,  that  the  parties  were  liable  only  in  proportion  to  the 
monies  actually  received.  Your  Lordship's  judgment  at 
to  the  separate  liabilities  was  applicable  to  all  the  defen* 
dants,  and  did  not  depend  solely  upon  the  circumstances 
relating  to  Smith.  What  then  has  altered  the  situation 
of  the  parties  since  the  hearing?  Not  the  bill  of  ez- 
change^  because  it  is  evident  that  the  partnership  had 
made  Smith  liable  for  monies  overdrawn  by  them,  and  had 
given  him  the  bill  in  payment.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that 
Smith  is  inconsistent  in  any  of  his  statements.  It  is  true 
that  he  remained,  at  law,  assignee  of  the  patent,  but  he 
had  parted  with  his  interest  in  the  licences  in  particular 
districts;  and  the  plain tilBT knew  that  fact.  Even  if  he  did 
not  know  that,  he  knew  that  the  defendants  had  each  a 
separate  interest  in  the  patent,  as  tenants  in  common; 
and  the  question  is,  whether,  under  such  circumstancesi 
the  fraud  affects  any  but  those  who  received  the  money. 
The  plaintiff  knew  that  Hicks  was  the  original  patentee, 
and  that  there  had  been  an  assignment  of  Hicks's  sole 
interest,  so  as  to  give  a  participation  to  the  other  three. 
It  is  not  questioned  that  the  parties  had  several  interests 
in  the  patent.  Admitting,  therefore,  that  this  was  a  spe- 
cies of  partnership,  how  were  they  answerable  for  each 
other's  frauds?  In  the  common  case  of  a  partnership, 
there  is  a  general  dealing,  and  thence  there  is  a  general 
authority  on  each  partner  to  act  for  his  co-partners.  But 
it  is  otherwise  where  the  parties,  being  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  a  particular  thing,  agree  to  divide  the  profits.  If 
the  plaintiff  could  say  that  every  act  of  Hicks  was  the  act 
of  these  defendants,  they  would  of  course  be  liable;  but 
here  Hicks  was  a  partner  only  for  particular  purposeii 
and  therefore  it  is  impossible  to  make  him  an  agent  for 
the  others  to  the  extent  of  committing  this  fraud.  If  I 
appoint  an  agent,  whatever  he  does  within  the  limits  of  his 
agency  I  am  bound  by.  But  suppose  the  agent  commit  a 
fraud  not  within  the  limits  of  his  agency,  I  am  not  liable 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  485 

for  the  misapprehension  of  a  third  person  that  he  acted  1837. 
within  those  limits.  When  he  is  out  of  those  limits  he 
cannot  affect  me.  The  plain tilBTsays,  a  fraud  is  committed 
by  your  agent.  I  say,  he  is  not  my  agent;  the  ground  of 
the  suit  negatives  an  agency.  I  have  been  as  much 
cheated  as  you.  Payment  to  him  is  no  payment  to  me, 
and  you  must  prove  actual  receipt  by  me  in  order  to 
charge  me.  [Alderson,  B. — The  question  is^  whether 
subsequent  receipt  does  not  make  him  an  agent.]  Upon 
the  supposition  that  this  is  an  ordinary  partnershipi  it 
would  be  so;  but  here,  not  only  is  the  interest  of  the 
parties  several,  but  it  is  not  even  a  case  of  trading.  The 
parties  do  not  work  the  patent,  and  the  profits  which  they 
derive  from  it  are  not  received  in  the  ordinary  manner  of 
profits.  In  the  case  of  an  ordinary  partnership,  parties 
deal  with  the  partners  on  the  credit  of  each,  but  it  is 
otherwise  where  they  deal  with  the  joint  proprietors  of  a 
chatteL  The  joint  owners  of  a  licence  must  join  for  con- 
formity in  receipts,  but  the  money  is  received  severally, 
and  that  takes  it  out  of  the  rule  relating  to  a  mixed  fund, 
where  each  party  is  liable  for  the  whole.  This  is  like'  the 
case  of  trustees,  of  whom  they  only  are  charged  who  ac- 
tually receive.  If  it  were  a  partnership  transaction,  pay- 
ment to  Hicks  alone,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  others, 
would  render  the  others  liable;  it  would  not  be  necessary 
to  shew  a  joint  receipt.  It  is  clear,  from  the  acts  of  the 
parties,  that  this  was  not  a  transaction  of  giving  credit  as 
to  an  ordinary  partnership,  but  a  mere  naked  payment. 
The  deed  of  March,  1832,  does  indeed  recite  that  the 
parties  were  jointly  interested;  but  the  grant  of  the  licence 
is  not  joint,  but  according  to  their  respective  shares;  and 
in  regard  to  the  bill  of  exchange,  if  this  were  a  common 
partnership,  where  was  the  necessity  for  a  special  indorse- 
ment ?  Upon  the  whole,  it  is  submitted,  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff knew,  as  he  clearly  did,  that  the  defendants  were  in- 
terested in  this  patent  severally,  in  some  proportions, 
though  in  what  proportions  he  might  be  ignorant,  that  is 
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1837*  sufficient  to  exclude  the  notion  of  his  dealing  with  an 
ordinary  partnership;  and  in  that  case,  it  will  be  impos- 
sible  to  follow  these  monies  into  the  hands  of  any  person, 
except  him  who  benefits  by  the  fraud. 

Mr.  Knight,  in  reply. — Cases  of  ordinary  partnership 
are  not  confined  to  actual  trade.     Horsing  a  coach  is  a 
mere  agency;  so  is  an  interest  in  a  railway  scheme,  or  in 
working  a  vessel.     Where  a  vessel  is  worked  for  an  ad- 
venture, the  adventurers  are  partners  as  to  that.     Here 
the  defendants  are  jointly  interested  in  the  profits  of  this 
patent,    and   that  constitutes  an   ordinary    partnership. 
Their  interests  may  be  indeed  in  certain  respects  quali- 
fied, but  the  general  partnership  interest  remains  qualified 
only  as  to  certain  terms.     Their  own  deed  provides  that 
the  profits  shall  be  divided  amongst  them,  according  to 
their  respective  interests.     It  alleges  a  joint  interest,  and 
the  covenants  to  pay  are  joint.     If  Smith  was  a  mere 
partner  for  conformity,  why  should  he  take  the  covenants 
to  pay?     The  covenants  to  pay  are  with  the  four,  and  to 
pay  to  the  four.     The  subsequent  conversion,  if  it  took 
place,  amounts  to  nothing.     He  was  bound  in  the  first 
instance,  and  cannot  be  afterwards  heard  to  say  that  he 
was  not  bound. 

June  2UL  Alderson,  B. — I  have  again  maturely  considered  this 

case.  I  intimated  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  after 
having  fully  heard  the  acute  observations  of  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants,  that  I  saw  no  reason  to  change  the 
opinion  I  before  delivered  on  the  main  question  in  this 
cause.  I  was  then,  and  I  still  am  satisfied  that  the  plain- 
has  made  out  a  Ccisc  of  fraud  entitling  him  to  relief  in  a 
court  of  equity.  The  extent  of  that  relief  was  the  subject 
of  his  petition  for  a  rehearing,  and  upon  that  I  now  pro- 
pose to  give  my  revised  opinion. 

It  seems  to  me  clearly  established,  as  it  did  before,  that 
the  rest  of  the  defendants  had   no  knowledge  of  the 
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fraudulent  misrepresentations  made  by  Hicks ;  but  the 
money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  those  mis- 
representations^ has  been  paid  to  all  under  a  joint  contract 
by  all,  and  they  have  all  signed  the  receipt.  As  to  Todd 
and  Watson,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  any  knowledge  by 
the  plaintiff  of  their  particular  interests ;  and  even  as  to 
Smith,  I  think,  that,  on  the  former  occasion,  I  placed 
too  much  reliance  on  the  circumstance  spoken  to  by 
Mr.  Todd.  On  more  full  consideration,  I  am  satisfied 
that  in  this  respect  my  judgment  was  erroneous;  and 
that,  what  would  unquestionably  have  been  the  rule  at 
law,  ought  also  to  be  considered  the  rule  in  equity.  At 
law,  they  would  all  have  been  equally  bound  to  repay  in 
tolido  to  the  plaintiff  the  money  received  from  him  upon 
a  consideration  which  had  failed  altogether.  This  was 
my  own  impression  when  I  first  heard  the  cause. 

I  am  now  satisfied  that  the  decree  must  be  varied  as  to 
the  SOOO/.  paid,  by  directing  that  it  be  repaid  by  the 
defendants;  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  generally  to 

the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Decree  accordingly. 


1837. 


LOVELL 
V. 

Hicks. 


With  respect  to  the  degree  of 
n-^tice  with  wluch  it  is  requisite 
for  the  partner  to  fix  the  credi- 
tor, in  order  to  extinguish  the  or- 
dinary partnership  liability,  there 
is  no  distinction  in  principle  be- 
tween general  partnerships  and 
partnerships  in  particular  trans- 
actions. In  either  case,  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  creditor  had 
roiufmcfive  notice  of  limited  liabi- 
lity, will  depend  on  the  question 
whether  the  transaction  which 
gives  occasion  to  the  doubt  was 
mtlun  the  scope  and  usual  course 
of  the  partnership  dealings.  '<  AH 
partaersbips,"  says  Chancellor 
Kent,  **  are  more  or  less  limited. 
There  is  none  that  embrace,  at 
the  same  times,  every  branch  of 


business,  and  when  a  person  deals 
H-ith  one  of  the  partners  in  a  mat- 
ter not  within  the  scope  of  the 
partnership,  the  intendment  of 
law  will  be,  unless  there  be  cir- 
cumstances or  proof  in  the  case  to 
destroy  the  presumption,  that  he 
deals  with  him  on  his  private 
account,  notwithstanding  the  part- 
nership name  be  assumed.  The 
conclusion  is  otherwise,  if  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract 
was  consistent  with  the  partner- 
ship business;  and  the  defend- 
ants, in  that  case,  would  be  bound 
to  shew  that  the  contract  was  out 
of  the  regular  course  of  the  part- 
nership dealings."  Kent's  Com- 
mentaries, Vol.  3,  p.  42,  drd  ed. 
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Feb.  22nd. 


Gumming  v.  Prfscott, 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  instituted  by  the  creditors  of  the  late 
Charles  Elton  Prescott^  Esq.,  for  the  administration  of  his 
assets ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Stedman  was  entitled  to  a  lien  on  ten  shares 
(personal  property)  in  the  West  Middlesex  Water  Works 
Company,  standing  in  the  name  of  Prescott,  as  a  security 
for  a  debt  of  10;33/.  I2s.  2(1. ,  alleged  to  be  due  from  Pre^ 


before  the  Master  upon  the  petition  of  Stedman,  praying 


evidence.     The  Master,  however,  allowed  the  claim  upon 


A.  and  B.  were 
directors  in  the 
W.  M.  Water- 
works Com- 
pany, in  which 
no  shareholder 
can  act  as  a 
director  with- 
out holding 
ten  shares.     A. 
and  B.  being 

theTatte/ad-^*'  cott  to  Stedman.  The  claim  in  question  had  been  brought 

▼anced  to  the 

former  several  ii/»/»  t  oi 

sums  of  money,  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  lien.   Stedman  likewise  tendered 
these  adYances    ^"  affidavit  of  the  debt,  but  the  Master  rejected  that 

was  made  on 
the  23rd  July, 

1829,  on  which    the  testimony  of  several  witnesses  to  the  following  cir- 

day  A.  delivered 

to  B.  an  order       CUmstances. 
upon  the  Secre- 
tary of  the 
Company  to 
transfer  A.*s 
ten  shares  into 
B/s  name.     B. 
did  not  at  that 
time  make  use 
of  the  order, 
and  A.  conti* 
nued  to  act  as 
director  until 
his  death,  in 
May,  1832. 
A.'s  affairs  be- 
ing insolvent, 
and  a  suit  hav- 
ing been  insti- 
tuted for  the 
administration 
of  his  assets,  B. 
then  served  the 
order  of  trans- 
fer on  the  secretary,  and  presented  his  petition  in  the  suit,  claiming  an  equitable  lien  on  A'l  ten 
shares  for  the  amount  of  his  advances,  with  interest: — Held,  that  these  circumstances  were  not 
sufficient  to  shew  an  intention  to  create  a  lien  on  the  shares;  and,  consequently,  B.'s  dum  wai 
rejected. 

Mortgagee  of  shares  in  a  company  must  give  notice  of  his  incumbrance  to  the  secretary,  or  hii 
lien  will  be  lost,  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice. 

Where  the  qualification  of  a  party  to  act  as  a  director  of  a  company  consists  in  hit  being  tiie 
proprietor  of  a  certain  number  of  shares,  the  qualification  will  not  be  lost  by  a  mortgage  of  tbosi 
shares. 


Prescott  and  Stedman  were  both  directors  of  the  West 
Middlesex  Water  Works  Company,  and  were  on  terms 
of  great  intimacy.  Divers  sums  of  money  had  on  various 
occasions  been  advanced  by  Stedman  to  Prescott,  and 
the  last  of  such  sums,  namely,  400/.,  was  advanced  on  the 
23rd  July,  1829,  on  which  day  Prescott  wrote  and  de- 
livered to  Stedman  the  following  order  upon  the  secretary 

of  the  company. 

"  July  23rd,  1829. 

**  My  dear  Sir, — Transfer  my  ten  shares  in  the  West 
Middlesex  Water  Works  Company  into  Mr.  Stedman's 
name.  ''  C.  E.  Prescott. 

**  To  M.  K.  Knight,  Esq.,  Secretary,  ficc." 


•tf 
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Prescoti's  (jjualification  as  director  depended    on   his         1837. 
holding  the  above-mentioned  ten  shares;   and  notwith-      cumiiNa 
standing  the  order  so  given  for  a  transfer  of  his  shares^  he  «* 

PftESCOTT* 

continued  to  act  as  director  until  his  death  in  May»  18dS. 
In  fact,  the  order  was  never  acted  upon  by  Stedman  until 
that  time.  Upon  Prescott's  deaths  Stedman  sent  the  fol- 
lowing notice  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Company : — 

**  Sir, — I  beg  to  inform  you  that  the  ten  shares  which 
are  standing  in  the  books  of  the  Company  in  the  name  of 
the  late  C.  E.  Prescott,  Esq.,  were  by  him,  in  his  life- 
time, charged  with  the  payment  to  me  of  divers  sums  of 
money  advanced  and  lent  by  me  to  him,  amounting  alto- 
gether to  the  sum  of  1,033/.  I2s.  Zd,,  with  interest  there- 
on ;  and  that  the  accompanying  authority  from  the  late 
C.  £•  Prescott  to  you  to  transfer  such  shares  into  my 
name  was  accordingly  given  by  him  to  me.  I  therefore 
hereby  give  you  notice  of  such  my  charge,  and  of  my 
intention  to  call  for  a  legal  transfer  of  such  shares  from 
the  representatives  of  the  late  C.  E.  Prescott,  Esq.,  to 
me,  and  in  the  meantime  I  have  to  request  you  will  not 
transfer  the  shares,  nor  pay  any  dividends  due  or  to  be- 
come due  thereon,  to  any  person  other  than  to  me  or  my 
order. 

*'  A.  Stedman. 
«•  To  M.  K.  Knight,  Esq.,  Secretary,  &c.'* 

Upon  these  facts  the  Master  found  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  last  of  the  several  sums  lent  had  been  advanced  on 
the  Bame  day  on  which  the  order  for  the  transfer  was 
given,  that  order  was  to  be  considered  as  a  valid  agree- 
ment for  the  transfer  of  the  ten  shares,  and  an  available 
security  in  the  hands  of  Stedman. 

To  this  report  exceptions  were  taken. 

Mr.  TwisSf  and  Mr.  Teed,  for  the  exceptions. — The 
letter  of  the  ^rd  July,  1829,  did  not  amount  to  a  transfer. 
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1837*         If  Prescott  had  put  into  SCedman*8  hands  the  shares  and 
^  the  title-deeds  relating  to  them,  U  might  be  a  transfer  io 

9'  ^uity,  if  consistent  mrith  the  terms  of  the  act.     But  it  is 

the  gist  of  Stedman's  case,  that  he  kept  the  order  for  a 
transfer  of  the  shares  in  his  pocket.  One  of  the  objects 
of  the  act  was  to  give  a  shareholder  a  common  interest; 
for  it  says,  not  ooly  that  no  proprietor,  but  that  no  di* 
rector  shall  act  without  having  ten  shares.  Now,  if  Pres- 
cott was  not  the  real  owner  of  these  shares,  but  a  trustee 
only  for  Stedman,  while  at  the  same  time  he  continued  in 
the  directorship,  that  transaction  was  a  fraud  upon  the 
act,  and  the  Court  will  not  give  effect  to  it.  Admittmg, 
however,  that  such  a  transfer  as  this  might  be  made, 
there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  a  valid  consideration  for 
it.  No  consideration  appears  on  the  order  itself;  and  th^ 
only  evidence  of  the  loan  having  been  made  is  the  declara- 
tion made  by  Prescott  as  to  the  400/. 

Mr.  Lane,  for  the  administratrix  of  Prescott. 

Mr.  Simpkimon,  and  Mr.  DucJcworih^  for  Stedmsn.— 
The  latter  part  of  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is  not 
warranted  by  the  Master's  report.  It  is  a  discussion  on 
the  evidence  which  led  the  Master  to  find  that  the  sums 
were  advanced  and  lent  by  Stedman  to  Prescott.  He 
finds  the  advance  of  divers  sums  of  money  at  various  times, 
and  the  giving  the  note  or  the  direction  to  transfisr,  and 
he  finds  that  such  transactions  amount  to  an  agreement 
to  transfer.  Now,  the  exceptions  admit  the  fiadiog  as  to 
the  loans  to  be  a  proper  finding.  They  do  not  impeach 
the  finding  of  the  facts,  but  only  the  conclusion  which  the 
Master  has  drawn.  It  is  true,  that  if  the  Master  had 
admitted  the  affidavit  of  Stedman,  (which  be  ought  to 
have  done),  the  case  would  have  been  stronger  in  Sted- 
span's  favour;  but,  upon  the  whole,  the  evidence  is  a  saf* 
ficient  foundation  for  the  Master's  report 
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With  respect  to  the  objection  to  the  mode  of  transfer. 
It  is  clear  that  the  act  does  not  prevent  equitable  contracts 
in  regard  to  shares.  It  might  as  well  be  said  that  there 
can  be  no  eqaitable  contract  in  regard  to  stock.  The  act 
of  Parliament  only  prescribes  the  legal  form  of  the  trans- 
fer (a).     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — Suppose  Prescott  had 


1837. 


GuififiNa 

9. 

PasscoTT. 


(•)  By  the  29th  tection  of  the 
itat.  46  Geo.  3,  c.  cjnz.,  under 
which  the  West  Middlesex  Water- 
works GompaDy  is  constituted,  it 
is  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  several  proprietors  of  that 
imdertaking,  his,  her,  or  their  re* 
q»ective  executors,  administra- 
ton,  and  asdgns,  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  any  share  or  shares  to 
which  he,  she,  or  they  may  be 
entitled  therein,  subject  to  the 
rules  and  conditions  in  the  act 
mentioned.  The  act  then  pre- 
scribes a  form  of  conveyance  of 
the  shares,  and  provides  that  on 
every  sale  the  deed  of  conveyance, 
bdng  duly  executed,  shall  be  kept 
by  the  purchaser  or  purchasers, 
afker  the  clerk  of  the  Company 
shall  have  entered  in  the  books  a 
memorial  of  such  transfer  and 
sale,  for  the  use  of  the  Company, 
and  have  testified  or  endorsed  the 
entry  of  such  memorial  on  the 
said  deed  of  sale  or  transfer ;  and 
until  such  memorial  shall  have 
been  made  and  entered  as  above 
Erected,  such  purchaser  or  pur- 
chasers shall  have  no  part  or  share 
of  the  profits  of  the  sud  under^ 
taking,  oor  any  interest  for  such 
share  or  shares  paid  to  him,  her, 
or  them,  nor  any  vote  in  respect 
thereof  as  a  proprietor  or  pro- 
prietors of  the  said  undertaking. 


The  Sdrd  section,  reciting,  that 
where  the  original  subscriber  of 
one  or  more  share  or  shares  in 
the  undertaking  shall  die,  become 
insolvent  or  bankrupt,  or  go  out 
of  the  kingdom,  or  shall  transfer 
his  right  and  interest  to  some 
other  person,  and  no  register  shall 
have  been  made  of  the  transfer 
thereof  with  the  said  clerk,  as  di- 
rected by  the  act,  it  may  not  be 
in  the  power  of  the  Company  to 
know  who  is  the  proprietor  of 
such  share  or  shares,  in  order  to 
bring  any  action  or  actions  against 
him,  her,  or  them,  for  the  calls  on 
such  shares,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
safely  pa3nng  him,  her,  or  them 
the  interest  or  dividends  to  which 
he,  she,  or  they  may  be  entitled  by 
virtue  thereof,  enacts,  that  in  all 
such  cases  where  the  right  and 
property  in  one  or  more  share  or 
shares  in  the  said  undertaking 
shall  pass  from  the  original  pro- 
prietor thereof  to  any  other  per- 
son or  persons  by  any  other  legal 
means  than  by  a  transfer  or  con* 
veyance  thereof  as  herein  direct- 
ed, an  affidavit  shall  be  made  and 
sworn  to  by  two  credible  persons 
before  one  of  his  Migesty's  jus- 
tices of  the  peace,  stating  the 
manner  in  which  such  share  or 
shares  hath  or  have  passed  to  such 
other  person  or  persons  i  and  such 
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CUMMIKO 

r. 

PllKSCOTT. 


given  Stedman  a  power  of  attorney  to  transfer  the  shares, 
and  the  latter  had  kept  it  in  his  possession  till  Prescott's 
death.]  The  power  would  have  expired,  but  a  court  of 
equity  would  give  it  effect.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron, — If 
Prescott  had  said,  I  give  you  the  power  of  attorney,  but  I 
rely  upon  your  not  using  it  till  you  see  occasion;  if  you 
see  me  likely  to  fail,  or  from  any  other  cause  you  suspect 
me,  then  use  it,  but  not  else, — would  not  that  agreement 
have  been  limited  to  the  life  of  the  parties?  As  against 
the  individual  who  gave  the  option,  the  creditor  might 
liave  enforced  it ;  but  when  the  jus  ieriii  intenrenes,  he 
cannot.  The  moment  a  man  dies,  his  creditors  become 
interested  in  his  assets.]  The  Master  has  found  that  this 
is  an  existing  agreement.  Suppose  I  agree  to  make  a 
mortgage,  but  the  agreement  is  not  enforced  in  my  life 
time, — can  it  be  said  that  it  will  not  be  an  equitable  mort* 
j;age  after  my  decease?  This  is  an  equitable  agreement 
to  transfer,  and  it  is  as  binding  as  if  he  had  said — "I 
hereby  agree  to  transfer."  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.— \i 
Stedman  had  delivered  this  order  to  Knight,  the  case 
would  have  been  clear;  but  he  keeps  it  in  hia  pocket 
Suppose  a  man  desires  his  attorney  to  prepare  a  mortgage 
to  A.  B.,  and  A.  B.  lends  the  money,  but  keeps  the  draft 
of  the  mortgage  in  his  pocket  until  his  death,  is  that  sufB- 
cient  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  mortgage  ?  If  he  died 
next  day,  it  would  be  evidence.  But  suppose  he  kept  it 
four  or  five  years,  would  that  be  the  same  thing?]    We 


affidavit  shall  be  transmitted  to 
the  clerk  of  the  Company,  to  the 
Intent  that  he  may  enter  and  re- 
gister the  name  or  names  of  every 
suck  new  proprietor  or  proprie- 
tors in  the  register  book,  or  list 
of  proprietors  in  the  said  under- 
taking, to  be  kept  in  the  office  of 
the  said  clerk. 
The  d2nd  section  enacts,  that 


the  names  of  the  proprietors,  ind 
the  number  of  thdr  shares,  ihaU 
be  entered  in  a  book,  and  sealed 
certificates,  specifyinjif  the  share 
or  shares  to  which  they  may  be 
entitled;  such  certificate  to  be 
the  evidence  of  the  title  of  fnA 
proprietor,  but  the  want  thereof 
not  to  hinder  or  prevent  him  fros 
selling  or  diaponng  thereof. 


j 
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submit  that  it  would  be  so;  the  only  question  being,  wfae-        1837- 
ther  the  delay  would  amount  to  sufficient  evidence  of     cummino 

abandonment.     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron.—Or  to  sufficient  ». 

Pebscott. 

evidence  that  it  was  not  an  unqualified  agreement, — that 
it  WEB  qualified  by  circumstances  which  we  ought  now  to 
know.]  Taking  the  case  in  both  points  of  view,  we  submit, 
first,  that  the  delay  is  no  evidence  of  the  agreement  having 
been  qualified.  Whatever  the  delay,  it  can  be  no  evidence 
that  the  security  was  intended  for  life  only,  any  more  than 
for  any  other  period.  It  is  not  likely  that  so  fragile  a 
security  should  be  for  life  only.  Nor,  by  parity  of  rea- 
soning, can  the  delay  be  evidence  of  any  other  qualifica- 
tion. Besides,  the  Master  has  found  that  money  has  ' 
been  paid  under  the  agreement.  Upon  the  other  point, 
that  of  abandonment,  the  circumstances  stated  by  the 
Master  are  sufficient  to  rebut  any  such  presumption 
arising  firom  length  of  time;  for  he  expressly  finds  that 
the  parties  were  very  intimate,  and  that  if  the  shares  had 
been  assigned  in  a  formal  manner,  Prescott  would  have 
been  deprived  of  his  directorship.  It  is  said  that  the  ar- 
rangement in  that  respect  was  a  fraud  upon  the  public; 
but,  if  it  were,  it  is  not  such  a  fraud  as  this  Court  can 
notice.     It  is  not  against  public  policy. 

Mr.  Twisss  in  reply. — With  respect  to  the  nature  of 
this  security,  no  observation  can  be  more  just,  than  that 
it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  power  of  attorney.  At  law  it 
ceased  on  the  death  of  the  party.  In  equity,  it  might  be 
enforced  notwithstanding  the  death  of  the  party,  if  it 
could  be  shewn  that  it  was  meant  to  be  made  available 
against  hb  representatives.  But  it  lies  on  them  who  seek 
this  equity  to  shew  the  facts.  They  are  not  entitled  to 
rely  on  presumptions,  but  must  produce  solid  proof  by 
means  of  positive  testimony.  There  are  many  cases  in 
which  Stedman  might  have  been  entitled  to  maintain  this 
claim,  but  his  proofs  are  wanting.    This  paper,  which 
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1837'        never  came  into  the  hands  of  Knight,  must  be  considered 
"     '  void  by  the  operation  of  lapse  of  time.     It  was  never 

V-  meant  to  be  ambulatory  for  so  long  a  period*    It  may  be 

that  there  was  an  option  to  Stedman  either  to  consider 
himself  as  a  purchaser  in  full  of  the  shares^  or  not  to  call 
for  a  transfer  of  the  shares,  but  to  retain  a  general  right 
of  calling  on  Prescott  to  pay  the  debt.  But,  whatever 
the  right  was,  it  should,  after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  be 
made  manifest.  Stedman*s  case  is  much  weaker  than  that 
put  by  your  Lordship,  of  an  intended  mortgage,  and  the 
title-deeds  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  attorney ;  for  here 
the  paper  was  not  put  in  the  hands  of  the  person  who  was 
the  proper  party  to  hold  it. 


The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  must  deal  with  this  case 
as  if  Stedman  had  filed  a  bill  against  the  representatives 
of  Prescott,  calling  upon  them  to  transfer  these  shares  to 
him  in  compliance  with  a  specific  contract  to  that  effect 
The  difficulty  which  I  feel  is,  to  separate  from  my  judg- 
ment the  impressions  received  from  Stedmaa'a  affidavit; 
but  I  am  bound  to  do  so,  and  to  treat  that  affidavit  in  no 
other  way  than  the  bill,  which  I  could  not  read  or  look  at 
as  evidence,  though  it  might  be  used  for  tjke  purpose  of 
drawing  any  inference  or  argument  from  it  which  could 
be  reasonably  suggested. 

When  a  man  comes  into  a  court  of  equity  for  relief,  iw 
must  make  out  his-case  by  the  proof  of  such  circumstancei 
as  require  no  further  explanation  by  means  of  mere  GOft* 
jecture*  If  there  had  been  clearly  some  contract  in  this 
case,  which,  though  purporting  to  be  for  an  equitabli 
lien,  was  attended  with  circumstances,  raising  some  doub 
as  to  its  full  extent  or  meaning,  the  party  might  pessiUj 
have  been  allowed  to  introduce  evidence  to  remove  th^ 
ambiguity;  but  in  this  case  one  is  at  liberty  to  conceive 
many  reasons  why,  if  there  was  any  agreemeat  at  aH,  i^ 
w^  not  intended!  to  be  an  equitable  lien.    I  do  not  say  it 
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was  not  90s  or  that  it  wbb  not  a  just  conclusion  of  the         ^837. 
Masteri  that  the  order  to  Knight  to  transfer  the  shares      comminci 
had  sonie  connexion  with  the  loan  of  the  400/.;  but^  whe^     _    v- 

Pebscott. 

tber  Of  not  there  was  a  specific  contract  that  the  transfer 
should  be  a  security  for  this  loan,  is  the  question.  Taken 
by  itself,  the  direction  to  transfer  contains  no  contract  at 
aD*  Had  it  not  been  the  fact  that  the  400/.  was  lent  upon 
tbe  day  on  which  the  note  containing  the  direction  is 
dated,  what  inference  could  be  drawn  from  that  paper  in 
favour  of  the  alleged  equitable  lien  ?  I  can  collect  no- 
thing from  the  transaction,  but  some  uncertain  under- 
standingy  which  had  not  been  acted  upon  by  the  parties 
for  three  yearsu  Though  I  may  presume  that  this  order 
had  some  connexion  with  the  loan,  am  I  bound  to  pre- 
wamtf  on  befaalf  of  a-  gentleman  coming  into  a  court  of 
eiiuky,  that  there  was  an  agreement  to  execute  at  all 
events  a  transfer  of  these  shares?  If  I  could  imagine  any 
cause,  or  rather,  if  I  couM  account  with  any  certainty  for 
the  delay  in>  putting  this  paper  into  the  bands  of  Knight, 
the  cBffieolty  might  be  removed ;  but  if  any  one  conjecture 
upon  the  subject  is  equally  probable  with  any  other,^  «s 
there  any  rale  in  equity  (not  to  say  in  common  sense)  why 
I  should  enforce  this  claim?  In  the  case  of  an  equitable 
Mortgage,  the  title-deeds  are  in  the  hands  of  the  party 
who  elains  the  lien.  Here,  in  order  to  enforce  the  claim 
of  m  par^  not  using  due  diligence,  I  am  called  upon'  to 
presume  a  contract  of  a  specific  character,  which  he  could 
immediately  enforce.  There  are  many  circumst^uices  under 
which  the  contract  may  hate  been  made,-  so  as  to  be  only 
available  eonditioaally.  The  parties  being  intimate  friends, 
I  ean  easily  conceive  that  one  might  say  to  tbe  other,  I 
don't  desire  te  part  with  these  shares,  but  here  is  an  order 
&r  their  transfer,  and  if  I  don-t  pay  interest  half-yearly 
for  the  sums  I  owe  you,  then  enforce  it.  Could  he  en- 
force that  contract  in  a  court  of  equity?  As  long  as 
interest  Was  paid  he  could  not.    Again^  let  me  suppose 
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]8d7-        this  case:  One  party  might  very  well  say  to  the  other,  I 

CuMMiMG      <^on'^  lil^^  ^o  P^f  ^  ^^^^  ^hc  directorship,  but  I  give  you  this 
*'  order,  upon  the  understanding  that  you  may  enforce  it  in 

case  I  part  with  some  other  property,  and  thereby  lead 
you  to  suspect  that  I  may  be  in  difficult  circumstances.  I 
am  proprietor  of  certain  East  India  shares ;  if  I  am  com- 
pelled to  sell  them,  enforce  this  security;  if  not,  keep  it 
The  party  giving  the  security  then  dies,  and  the  shares 
are  not  sold :  the  condition  for  enforcing  the  JBecurity  does 
not  take  place,  and  the  liability  under  it  is  at  an  end. 

These  are  some  of  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  de* 
creeing  this  to  be  an  equitable  contract ;  but .  there  is 
another,  which  is  by  no  means  unimportant.  If  Preacott 
bad  intended  this  to  be  a  security  by  way  of  equitable 
lien,  nothing  would  have  been  more  easy  than  for  him  to 
have  given  notice  to  Mr.  Knight,  the  secretary,  not  to 
transfer  the  shares  without  Stedman's  consent.  If  he  had 
so  done,  and  Knight  had  transferred  them  without  such 
consent,  he  would  have  been  a  very  unfaithful  secretary. 
Prescott  would  have  remained  proprietor  of  the  shares 
till  he  had  actually  passed  them  out  of  his  hands,  and  the 
notice  to  Knight  would  not  have  deprived  him  of  his  di- 
rectorship. As  the  case  now  stands,  it  appears  that 
Prescott  might  have  sold  these  shares  at  any  time,  and  no- 
thing but  a  notice  to  Knight  could  have  prevented  it  (a)* 
Under  such  circumstances,  the  difficulty  is  in  proving  that 
there  was  a  special  contract  that  these  shares  should  be  a 
security  for  this  money;  and  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  a 
consideration  which  can  be  left  out  of  the  case.  It  would 
be  more  consistent  with  the  honour  of  the  parties  to  con- 
jecture, that  Prescott  was  to  hold  the  shares  till  something 
was  to  take  place  to  give  Stedman  a  right  to  them.  That 
would  certainly  be  more  to  the  honour  of  the  parties,  es- 
pecially as  both  were  directors. 

(a)  See  Deark  v.  Hall,  3  Russ.  1. 
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Mo  court  of  equity  will«  in  the  absence  of  all  presump-        1837. 
tion  conBistent  with  a  contract,  interfere  to  conjecture  a      ^ 
contract  to  be  of  such  a  nature,  that  the  parties  intended  «• 

Pkbscott 
that  one  of  them  should  retain  the  possession  and  appa- 
rent ownership  of  property,  and  by-and-bye,  when  he  is 
insolvent,  the  other  should  come  forward  to  the  prejudice 
of  creditors,  and  claim  a  specific  security  on  that  property 
by  way  of  equitable  mortgage.     Yet  that  is  S ted  man's 
case.     If  I  were  on  a  jury,  I  should  not  of  necessity  make 
such  a  conjecture  in  such  a  case;  and  therefore,  sitting 
here  both  as  judge  and  jury,  though  the  question  comes 
before  me  in  a  different  shape,  I  must  treat  it  in  the  same 
manner.     I  must  say  I  differ  from  the  Master. 

Exceptions  allowed  (a). 


(a)  That  courts  of  equity  will,  to  do  the  same  thing  where  the 

upon  eridence  of  an  intention  to  instrument  was  only  voluntary, 

create  a  specific  trust  of  personal  appears    from    Colman  v.  Sarei, 

propertyi  give  effect  to  imperfect  3  Bro.  C.  C.  12 ;  Eliisan  v.  EUi' 

bstroments  relating  to  such  pro-  ton,  6  Ves.  662  ;  Cotteen  v.  Mm- 

perty,  as   dedaratiDns  of   trusty  tug,  IMadd.  176;  &y/«y  v.  ^oti^ 

where   a  valuable  consideration  cott^  4  Russ.  347* 
was  given,  and  will  even  struggle 


408  EQUITY  CASES  I  ST  THE 

1837. 

Feb.  13^6,  Jones  v.  Tuomas. 

Affrecments  A  HE  defendant^  James  Thomas,  of  LlandUo,   in  the 

entered  into  county  of  Carnarvon,  for  some  years  previous  to  the  year 

torneyandhis  1826  acted  as  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  in  that  cha- 

purchase  by  the  TACter  acquired  and  exercised  great  influence  over  the 

attorney,  at  M  plaintiff,  who  was  a  Welsh  cfergyman,  totally  ignorant 

eitatei  to  which  of  law,  and  a  relation  of  the  defendant,  being  his  first 

the  client  had 

good  title,  but  cousm  oncc  removed. 

not'^niiLr'"  In  ^820,  Thomas,  being  in  want  of  money,  borrowed 

sion,  set  aside  q(  jhg  plaintiff  the  sum  of  116/.  2«.,  for  which  he  gave 

for  fraud  and  ^                                                              ur               ^ 

maintenance,  his  promissory  note,  dated  the  16th  May,  1820,  and  pay- 

counth[de^**^"  ^ble  to  the  plaintiff  on  demand.     A  memorandum  was 

uken^jf^the  endorsed  on  the  note  to  the  effect,  that  the  money  should 

dealings  and  not  be  Called  in  without  three  months*  notice  to  Thomas. 

transactions  be* 

tween  an  at-  In  the  year  1823,  Thomas,   being  instructed  by  the 

cu!»t^iDrthe  plaintiff  to  recover  a  small  debt  for  him,  commenced  an 

course  of  which  ^etion  asainst  the  debtor.     That  action  was  subseaueatly 

the  attorney  has  '^                        ^                                                               ^           * 

taken  securi-  discontinued  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff,  and'  the  cvsti 

cUent,  the  at-  of  the  defendant  in  the  action,  amounting  Co  3^/.  7i.  6if., 

on'iTpr"  e*i£^  ^^^^  P*^^  ^^  Thomas  on  the  plaintiff's  account.    Thomas 

ftf""j^®\**"'  immediately  afterwards   applied  to  the  ptaiotiff  to  pay 

consideration  these  costs,  which  the  plaintiff  not  being  prepared  to  do, 

were  given.  ^^^  persuaded  by  Thomas  to  give  his  promissory  note  at 

Therefore,  ^^^  months  for  the  amount.    This  took  place  on  the  25th 

where  a  pro-  *^ 

missorynote  September,  1823,  on  which  day  the  note  was  dated.     Ac- 
was  given  by 

the  client  to  cording  to  the  plaintiff's  statement,  the  note  was  given 

under^ireum-  merely  as  a  security  for  costs,  and  under  an  express  un- 

sunces  of  great  Jerstanding   that   it   should   not   be   negotiated.      That, 

suspiaon,  but  ^              ^                                                 °                                   * 

the  client  was  however,  was  denied  by  Thomas  in  his  answer ;  and,  at 

want  of  wit-  ^H  events,  he  negotiated  and  received  value  for  the  note, 

proi^fraud  '^  ^*^  afterwards  presented  to  the  plaintiff  for  payment, 

in  the  attorney,  but  he  was  unable  to  pay  it. 

the  Court,  upon 

decreeing  an 

account  between  the  parties,  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  the  attorney  could  by  any,  and 

what,  affirmative  evidence,  prove  the  consideration  for  the  note. 
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In  conteqaence  of  the  dishonour  of  this  note,  Thomas 
went  to  Brecon,  about  six  miles  from  the  plaintiff's, 
whence  he  sent  the  plaintiff  the  following  note: — 

'*  Castle  Inn,  Brecon,  Dec.  2,  1823. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^I  shall  remain  here  until  half-past  two, 
when  I  intend  to  return  by  the  mail.  I  have  sent  this 
letter  to  you  by  a  purpose  messenger,  to  request  that  you 
will  come  over  immediately,  as  I  particularly  wish  to  see 
you.  Your  draft  is  returned,  and  must  be  renewed,  so 
as  to  prevent  law  expenses,  but  don't  be  in  the  least 
alarmedj  for  there  is  no  danger. 

'*  I  am,  dear  Sir,  &c.  &c. 

'*  James  Thomas." 

The  plaintiff,  in  answer  to  this  note,  sent  a  note  to 
Thomas,  in  which  (according  to  his  own  statement)  he 
directed  Thomas  to  pay  the  322.  7s.  6d.f  and  set  it  off 
against  tke  note  for  1162.  2s.  Thomas,  on  the  other  hand, 
swore  to  hia  belief  that  the  purport  of  that  note  only  was, 
that  it  was  inconvenient  to  the  plaintiff  to  leave  home  at 
that  time.  In  answer  to  that  note,  Thomas  wrote  as 
follows : — 

"  Dear  Sir, — In  consequence  of  your  not  meeting  me 
here  this  evenings  I  am  under  the  necessity  of  sending 
this  note  by  a  purpose  messenger,  to  request  that  you  will 
come  over  with  the  bearer,  as  I  am  under  the  necessity  of 
waiting  here  till  you  arrive.  *'  James  Thomas. 

'•  Castle  Inn,  Brecon,  Dec  2,  IS^S.*^ 

The  plaiotiff,  being  thus  pressed  by  Thomas,  went  to 
Brecon  the  same  evening,  and  had  an  interview  with 
Thomas. 

At  this  interview  Thomas  wrote  a  promissory  note,  not 
for  SSL  Is.  6d.,  but  for  3001.,  which  was  dated  the  2nd 
December,  1833,  and  made  payable  two  months  after 
dalCjt  at  Sir  John  Lubbock's,  at  whose  bauking-houseyac- 
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cording  to  Thomas's  own  admission,  he  had  no  belief  or 
knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  effects.  The  plain* 
tiff's  statement  of  what  took  place  at  the  interview  was, 
that  after  Thomas  had  mentioned  the  dishonour  of  the 
note  for  321.  7s,  6{/.,  he  handed  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  sig- 
nature a  note  stamp  in  blank,  which  the  plaintiff  signed 
and  handed  back  to  Thomas,  who  informed  him  that  it 
was  necessary  to  renew  the  note  for  32L  1$.  6dL ;  that 
Thomas  thereupon  filled  up  the  note-stamp  in  his  own 
handwriting  for  the  sum  of  300/.,  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  without  having  paid  the 
plaintiff  any  consideration  for  it,  and  without  reading  it 
over  to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  supposing  it  to  be  merely 
a  renewed  note  for  S2L  7s.  6d.  On  the  other  band, 
Thomas  by  his  answer  swore,  that  he  wrote  out  the  note 
for  300L  before  he  handed  it  to  the  plaintiff  for  bis  sig- 
nature, and  that  the  plaintiff  himself  read  the  note,  though 
he,  Thomas,  did  not,  and  that  or  before  or  immediately 
after  the  plaintiff  signed  the  note,  he,  Thomas,  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  the  full  sum  of  3001.  in  notes  of  different 
Welsh  bankers,  as  the  consideration  for  the  note;  that 
this  note  for  300/.  was  not  intended  as  a  substitution  for 
or  a  renewal  of  the  note  for  321.  7s.  6cL,  but  was  a  totally 
distinct  transaction ;  and  that  although  Thomas  proposed 
to  deduct  the  321.  7s.  6d.  from  the  300/.,  the  plaintiff 
would  not  accede  to  such  proposal.  It  appeared  that  no 
witness  was  present  at  this  interview. 

In  February,  1824,  this  note  for  300/.  was  dishonoured. 
It  was  afterwards  taken  up  by  Thomas,  who  also  paid  the 
incidental  expenses  attending  the  presentment,  &c«  The 
plaintiff's  statement  was,  that  he  was  at  that  time  entirely 
ignorant  of  the  note  for  300/.,  and  received  no  notice  of 
its  dishonour ;  and  that  although,  as  it  subsequently  ap- 
peared, a  letter  had  been  written  to  him  on  the  subject  by 
the  bankers,  that  letter  had  been  retained  by  Thomas,  to 
whom  it  had  been  sent  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  for- 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  501 

"Warded  to  the  plaintiff.     Oa  the  other  hand^  Thomas        1837* 
swore  that  the  plaintiff  had  received  the  bankers'  letter, 
and  placed  it  in  bis,  Thomas's,  custody,  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  it  to  the  bankers*,  in  order  to  ask  them  for  time 
to  pay  it. 

On  26th  April,  1824,  Thomas  sent  a  letter  to  the  plain- 
tifff  in  which,  without  referring  to  the  note  for  300/.,  or 
any  of  the  circumstances  relating  to  it,  he  stated  that  he 
was  in  great  want  of  money,  and  expressed  his  hope  that 
the  plaintiff  would  remit  part  of  the  money,  which  he 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  owed  him.  To  this  letter  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  7th  May,  wrote  in  reply,  that  it  was  not 
in  his  power  to  comply  with  the  request,  that  he  was  him- 
self in  want  of  money^  and  hoped  that  Thomas  would 
excuse  him. 

Nothing  material  took  place  afterwards  between  the  par- 
ties till  November  1824*.  At  that  time,  the  defendant, 
James  Thomas,  having  obtained  information  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  two  freehold  estates,  called  Llwyncelyn 
Issa  and  Cwmodu,  various  communications  took  place 
between  him  and  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  means  of  reco- 
vering those  estates,  und  the  terms  upon  which  Thomas 
should  be  employed  to  recover  them.  The  result  of  these 
communications  was  the  following  agreement,  which  was 
signed  by  both  parties,  and  duly  attested : — 

"  Agreement  made  this  16th  of  December,  1824,  be- 
tween the  Rev.  Thomas  Jones,  of  &c.,  and  Mr.  James 
ThomaS)  attorney,  of  &c.  The  said  Thomas  Jones,  in 
consideration  of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which  he 
hath  and  beareth  towards  the  said  James  Thomas,  and 
also  in  consideration  of  5$.  &c.,  doth  hereby  agree  and 
cngAge>  upon  being  required  by  the  said  James  Thomas, 
to  convey,  assign,  and  assure  to  the  said  James  Thomas, 
by  a  proper  conveyance  or  conveyances,  all  that  messuage, 
tenement,  and  lands,  with  the  appurtenances,  commonly 
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1837.  called  and  known  by  the  name  of  Llwynoelyn  Issa,  and  alto 
all  those  four  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  called  Cwmodo, 
situated  in  the  several  parishes  of,  &c.,  in  the  coontj  of 
Carmarthen;  to  hold  to  the  said  James  Thomas,  and  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  such  uses,  trusts,  intents,  and  pn^ 
poses  as  he  shall  by  any  deed,  will,  or  writing  direct  or 
appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  direction  or  appointment, 
to  the  use  of  the  said  James  Thomas,  his  heirs  and  asngns 
for  ever :  and  it  is  hereby  agreed,  that  the  said  James 
Thomas  shall  pay  to  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  within  twelve 
months  after  the  said  James  Thomas  shall  have  the  peace- 
able possession  of  all  the  said  premises,  the  sum  of  80(WL, 
as  a  further  consideration  to  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  for 
conveying  to  the  said  James  Thomas  the  same  heredita- 
ments and  premises :  the  said  James  Thomas  doth  fur- 
ther agree  to  indemnify  the  said  Thomas  Jones  against 
the  costs  and  charges  of  the  recovering  possession  of  the 
said  premises,  and  of  the  recovery  of  the  rents  doe  froni 
John  Williams,  the  tenant  thereof.     As  witness,**  &c. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  the  defendant,  James 
Thomas,  in  May,  18^5,  commenced  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  tenant  in  pos- 
session of  the  Cwniodu  estate.  The  action  was  tried  in 
August,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  subject  to  a 
special  case  reserved.  About  a  month  before  the  trial, 
Thomas,  notwithstanding  the  stipulation  in  the  agreement 
to  the  contrary,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  money  to  de- 
fray the  expenses  of  the  action.  The  plaintiff  being  on- 
able  and  unwilling  to  advance  the  money,  Thomas  urged 
him  to  give  him  bis  note  to  the  amount  of  lOOL,  by 
way  of  accommodation  ;  and  at  the  same  time  promised 
to  provide  for  it  when  it  should  become  due.  Upon  these 
assurances  the  plaintiff  gave  his  note  at  two  months,  dated 
the  15th  July,  for  the  required  sum.  It  was  immediately 
negotiated  by  Thomas  for  value. 
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After  the  agreement  of  the  16th  December,  18S4,  had  1837- 
been  executed,  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  think  that  the 
■mn  of  900/.,  -which  Thomas  had  agreed  to  pay  him  for  _  v- 
the  purchase  of  the  estates,  was  very  much  below  their 
leal  value.  The  plaintiff  therefore,  immediately  after  the 
rerdict  had  been  obtained  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  ap- 
plied to  Thomas  to  resell  to  him  the  estates  at  the  price 
of  600/«  This  offer  was  at  that  time  refused  by  Thomas, 
on  the  ground  that  the  price  was  inadequate,  but  on  the 
*' spontaneous  assurance,'*  to  use  the  words  of  Thomas's 
answer,  "  diat  he,  the  said  complainant,  would  give  such 
estates  to  this  defendant  by  his  will,  this  defendant  was  at 
last  iodueed  to  sell  the  said  estates  to  the  said  complain- 
ant, with  that  understanding,  for  500/."  Accordingly,  on 
the  Ist  September,  18^,  the  plaintiff,  accompanied  by 
the  defendant,  David  Thomas,  the  brother  of  James, 
went  to  James  Thomas's  office,  and  signed  the  agreement 
for  repnrehase.  This  instrument  was  drawn  up  and  wit- 
oessed  by  William  Rees,  a  shopkeeper  of  Llandilo,  since 
deceased,  in  order,  as  Thomas  stated  by  his  answer,  to 
avoid  any  imputation  that  might  be  cast  upon  him  by  the 
relatives  of  the  plaintiff,  if  one  of  his,  Thomas's,  own 
clerks  drew  it  up.  The  purport  of  this  agreement,  which 
bore  date  the  1st  September,  1825,  was^  that  James  Tho- 
mas thereby  agreed  to  give  up  all  his  right  and  interest  in 
the  said  estates  called  Llwyncelyn  Issa  and  Cwmodu,  in 
consideration  of  500/.,  for  which  the  plaintiff  had  that  day 
given  his  promissory  note ;  and  also  in  consideration  of 
the  plaintiff's  paying  to  Thomas  all  rent  and  arrears  of 
rent  he  might  be  able  to  recover  from  the  said  estates,  or 
either  of  them,  to  the  ^5th  September  then  instant.  At 
the  same  time  a  promissory  note  was  drawn  up  by  Wil- 
liam Rees,  bearing  the  same  date  as  the  agreement,  which 
the  plaintiff  signed  ;  and  by  which  he  promised  to  pay  to 
James  Thomas,  or  order,  **  on  the  29th  day  of  November 
next,"  the  sum  of  500/.,  with  interest,  &c.  The  agree- 
ment and  note,  when  signed,  were  delivered  to  David 


f.  ■ 


504  EQUITY  CASES  IM  THE 

1837.         Thomas,  to  hold  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
defendant. 

Shortly  after  this  transaction  the  plaintiff  applied  to 
James  Thomas  for  a  settlement  of  their  mutual  accounts, 
when  the  plaintiff  mentioned  the  sum  of  900L  as  coming 
to  him  under  the  agreement  of  the  15th  December,  1824. 
Upon  this  Thomas  denied  his  liability  to  pay  any  part  of 
the  sum  of  200/.,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  payable 
until  a  year  after  he  had  had  peaceable  enjoyment  of  the 
premises,  and  also  that  the  agreement  of  the  Ist  Sep- 
tember, 1825,  operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim  to  the  purchase-money  under  the  agreement  of  the 
16th  December,  1824;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound 
to  pay  him  the  whole  of  the  500/.,  without  deduction. 
Thomas  at  the  same  time  (according  to  the  plaintiff's 
statement,  not  denied  by  the  answer)  pressed  for  payment 
of  part  of  the  5001.;  and  upon  the  plaintiff's  saying  that, 
from  the  state  of  his  circumstances,  he  could  not  do  so  at 
that  time,  proposed  to  borrow  the  money  for  the  plaintiffj 
which  the  latter  refused. 

On  [the  9th  September,  1825,  James  Thomas  wrote, 
and  sent  the  following  letter  to  the  plaintiff: — 

*'  Dear  Sir, — I  have  succeeded  in  getting  you  the  loan 
of  500/.  upon  the  note  you  gave  me,  and  your  depositing 
the  mortgage  deeds  of  Craigybroch  ;  and  the  person  who 
will  advance  you  the  money  will  give  you  an  acknowledge 
ment  of  the  deeds,  and  an  undertaking  to  deliver  them  back 
to  you  on  payment  of  the  money.  This  is  all  you  re- 
quired, and  I  am  glad  that  I  succeeded  for  you,  as  I  want 
the  money  immediately.  I  shall  be  at  the  Castle  Inn, 
Brecon,  at  about  two  o'clock  to-morrow,  to  meet  you  to 
make  the  necessary  arrangements;  and  I  request  that  you 
will  be  there  as  near  that  time  as  you  can,  and  that  you 
will  bring  with  you  all  the  deeds  relating  to  CraigybrocL 

*'  I  am,  dear  Sir,  yours  faithfully, 

''  James  Thomas." 
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In  answer  to  this  letter,  the  plaintiff  sent  a  note  to        1837. 

Thomas,  stating  that  the  500/.  was  not  due  till  the  ^th        j^^^^ 

Noyember,  by  which  time  he  expected  to  have  funds  to  •• 

Thomas 
discharge  it,  and  therefore  he  declined  to  raise   money 

at  present  for  that  purpose,  or  to  make  any  mortgage  or 

deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  Craigybrock. 

In  consequence  of  this  refusal,  James  Thomas  reminded 
the  plaintiff  that  the  promissory  note  of  the  15th  July  for 
100/^,  would  soon  become  due,  which  note,  as  Thomas 
swore  by  bis  answer,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  Ist  September, 
1825,  verbally  agreed  to  pay  in  part  discharge  of  the  500/. 
It  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  ever  had  notice  that 
Thomas  bad  negotiated  this  note,  and  according  to  the 
plaintiff's  own  statement,  he  had  not.  However  that 
might  be,  an  action  was  soon  afterwards  brought  against 
the  plaintiff  by  the  holder  of  the  note,  Thomas  acting  as 
the  attorney  for  the  party  bringing  the  action  ;  whereupon 
the  plaintiff,  from  stress  of  circumstances,  consented  to 
the  payment  of  that  note  by  Thomas,  and  also  to  give  a 
fresh  note  to  Thomas  for  110/.,  to  cover  the  amount  of 
the  former  note,  and  the  costs  of  the  action. 

In  consequence,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  of  the  pressing 
demands  of  James  Thomas  for  payment  of  the  500/.,  and 
of  the  importunities  of  David  Thomas  to  purchase  the 
estates  at  a  price  which  he  represented  to  be  advantageous 
to  the  plaintiff,  (which  demands  and  importunities  were 
however  denied  by  the  defendants),  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
18th  of  September,  1825,  wrote  to  David  Thomas  a  letter, 
requesting  him  to  walk  over  and  value  the  estates,  and 
also  to  consider  of  some  means  of  procuring  for  the 
plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  to  pay  off  tiie  500/.  It  appeared 
by  David  Thomas's  answer  that  he  took  no  notice  of  this 
letter  as  regarded  the  valuing  the  estates,  but  that  he  ap- 
plied to  one  David  Williams  for  a  sum  of  money  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  obtained  from  him  the  promise  of  a  loan  of 
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1837-         400/.     On  the  21st  November^  the  plaintifF  receWed  the 

followinir  letter  from  James  Thomas : — 
Joins  o 

r.  Slst  November. 

**  Dear  Sir,  —  I  have  succeeded  in  getting  you  the 
greatest  part  of  the  money  you  wanted  upon  your  bondt 
but  the  person  who  is  to  advance  it  must  have  my  brother 
David  to  join  you  as  security.  The  person  alluded  to 
will  be  here  to-morrow,  at  twelve  o'clock,  by  which  time 
you  and  my  brother  are  requested  to  meet  him  without 
fail. 

''  I  am,  dear  Sir,  yours  respectfully, 

**  Jambs  Thomas." 

In  consequence  of  this  letter,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  Sfad 
November,  attended  at  the  office  of  James  Thonsas,  where 
he  met  James  Thomas  and  David  Williama.  The  plaintiff 
was  then  informed  that  David  Williams  could  advance 
only  360/.;  and  theplaintiff  accordingly  executed  a  bond  to 
Williams  for  that  sum  only ;  in  which  bond,  David  Thomas 
was  named  as  a  surety.  The  3601,  was  then  handed  over 
by  Williams  to  James  Thomas,  who  indorsed  a  receipt 
for  that  amount  on  the  500/.  note  ;  and  likewise  gave  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  receipt  of  the  S60/.  to  the  plaintiff. 
David  Thomas  executed  the  bond  a  few  days  afte^ 
wards. 

No  sooner  had  the  transaction  of  the  SSd  November 
been  concluded,  than  the  plaintiff  received  notice  from 
James  Thomas  that  he  should  require  immediate  paymeot 
of  the  remainder  of  the  500/. ;  and  although  it  was  ar* 
ranged  that  the  note  for  110/.  should  go  in  part  satis- 
faction of  what  was  due,  yet  there  remained  unpaid  the 
sum  of  SO/.,  which  the  plaintiff  could  not  command.  That 
sum,  in  consequence  of  an  arrangement  between  tbe 
plaintiff  and  David  Thomas,  was  paid  by  the  latter  on  tbe 
S8th  November,  when  the  note  for  500/.  was  delivefcd 
over  to  him  by  James  Thomas. 
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The  plaintiff's  statement  of  the  transaction  between  1837. 
bim  and  David  Thomas  relative  to  the  30/.,  and  of  the 
circumstances  which  followed  that  transaction,  was  this ; 
namely,  that  upon  a  specific  application  being  made  by 
the  plaintiff  to  David  Thomas  for  the  loan  of  30/.,  for  the 
purpose  above  stated,  David  Thomas  refused  to  make  any 
advance,  unless  the  plaintiff  would  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment to  sell  him  the  estates  for  600^,  deducting  the  SO/, 
from  the  purchase  money;  and  accordingly  that  the 
plaintiff,  through  fear  of  further  legal  proceedings  by 
James  Thomas,  and  being  in  great  pecuniary  distress, 
was  induced  to  consent  to  this  arrangement.  On  the 
other  hand,  David  Thomas  denied  by  his  answer 
any  such  specific  application  or  refusal ;  swearing  posi- 
tively that  the  plaintiff  had  continually  importuned  him 
to  purchase  the  estates,  and  that  he,  David  Thomas,  ulti- 
mately, and  with  great  reluctance,  consented  to  purchase 
them  at  6001.,  and  that  after  such  consent  was  given,  and 
not  before,  he  agreed  to  discharge  for  the  plaintiff  the 
sum  of  30/.,  remaining  due  on  the  500/.  note,  and  to  deduct 
the  same  from  the  purchase-money  for  the  estates. 

Under  whatever  circumstances  this  arrangement  was 
made,  the  plaintiff  on  the  day  following  met  David 
Thomas  at  his  house,  and  himself  (though,  as  he  alleged, 
by  the  dictation  of  David  Thomas),  wrote  out  an  agree- 
ment, and  counterpart  thereto,  in  the  following  terms: 

'*  Agreement  made  this  39th  day  of  November,  1825, 
between  the  Rev.  Thomas  Jones,  of  &c.,  and  Mr.  David 
Thomas,  of  Twerdyrhwy,  farmer,  &c.  [The  former  part  of 
the  agreement  purported  to  convey  the  estates  to  David 
Thomas  in  fee,  in  the  same  terms,  mutatis  mutandis,  as  were 
used  in  the  agreement  of  Dec.  16th, 1824.]  ''And  it  is  hereby 
agreed  that  the  said  David  Thomas  shall  pay  to  the  said 
Thomas  Jones  the  sum  of  600/.,  with  lawful  interest,  from 
the  first  day  the  said  David  Thomas  takes  possession  of 
the  said  premises  to  the  day  thie  600/.  is  paid  to  the  said 
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1837.        Thomas  Jones :  the  said  money  is  to  be  paid  six  months 

Jones         *^^'  possession.     The  said  David  Thomas  doth  further 

V.  agree  to  indemnify  the  said  Thomas  Jones  against  the 

costs  and  law  expenses  and  charges  of  the  recovering 

possession  of  the  said  premises.     As  witness,  &c." 

In  March,  1826,  the  special  case  before  referred  to 
having  been  abandoned,  the  defendant,  James  Thomas, 
was  let  into  possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
Cwmodu  estates,  as  the  attorney  of  the  plaintifl^ 

Some  time  in  1826,  the  plaintiff  being  advised  that  he 
had  been  grossly  imposed  upon  by  the  defendants,  re- 
fused to  make  any  conveyance  of  the  estates  to  David 
Thomas,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  of  1825,  insisting 
that  that  agreement  was  fraudulent  and  void.  The  con- 
sequence of  this  refusal  was,  that  David  Thomas  (although 
indebted  to  the  plamtiff  in  200/.  on  mortgage)  brought  an 
action  against  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  SOL  That  action 
was  settled  by  the  plaintiff  paying  the  SOL  and  costs,  and 
the  note  for  500/.  was  thereupon  delivered  up  to  the 
plaintiff. 

In  April,  1826,  James  Thomas  brought  an  action 
against  the  plaintiff  on  the  300L  note^  and  to  recover 
1462.  10^.  lid.  for  business  done ;  but  on  the  cause 
coming  on  for  trial,  he  submitted  to  a  nonsuit.  The 
reason  given  by  Thomas  for  the  nonsuit  was,  that  one  of 
his  witnesses,  through  ignorance  of  the  English  language, 
gave  wrong  evidence  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  sum  of  360/.  was  paid  to  him  by  David  Williams. 

The  plaintiff  now  brought  his  bill  against  the  defend- 
ants, James  and  David  Thomas,  charging  that  the  note 
for  330/.  had  been  obtained  under  the  fraudulent  circum- 
stances before  mentioned,  and  while  there  was  due  from 
James  Thomas  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  1 16/.  2s.  on  hif 
promissory  note;  that  the  plaintiff  had  frequently  applied 
to  James  Thomas  to  have  the  llSLZs.  set  off  against 
what  the  plaintiff  might  owe  the  said  James  Thomas,  but 
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that  his  requests  had  been  refused,  and  that  James  1837* 
Thomas  had  also  likewise  refused  to  account  with  the 
plaintiff;  that  these  transactions  took  place  while  James 
Thomas  acted  as  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff;  that  he 
also  took  advantage  of  that  situation  to  obtain  from  the 
plaintiff*  the  agreement  of  the  16th  of  December,  1824, 
whereby  he  purchased  the  estates  at  an  undervalue ;  that 
upon  the  plaintiff''s  discovering  this  fraud,  and  seeking  to 
repurchase  the  estates,  the  two  defendants  entered  into  a 
conspiracy  for  committing  further  frauds  upnn  the  plain* 
tiff  by  purchasing  his  estates  at  a  very  inadequate  price ; 
that  as  evidence  of  such  conspiracy,  the  defendant,  David 
Thomas,  after  the  other  defendant  bad  refused  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  repurchase  the  estates  at  600/.,  called  upon 
the  plaintiff,  and  stated,  that  if  he  would  place  himself 
under  his,  David  Thomas's,  guidance,  there  was  little 
doubt  that  James  Thomas  might  be  prevailed  upon  to 
resell  the  estates  at  5O0L,  provided  the  plaintiff  would 
leave  them  to  James  Thomas  by  his  will ;  that  under  such 
inducement,  as  well  as  under  the  pressure  of  circum* 
stances,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  agreement  of  the 
Ist  of  September,  1825;  and  that,  ultimately,  through  the 
oppression  of  both  defendants,  and  particularly  in  con- 
sequence of  the  repeated  importunities  of  David  Thomas, 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  the  agreement  of  the  29th  of 
November,  1825.  The  bill  likewise  charged  that  the  de- 
fendant, James  Thomas,  had  delivered  an  improper  and 
exorbitant  bill  of  costs,  in  which  he  had  included  charges 
for  business  done  in  the  alleged  fraudulent  transactions. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  several  agreements  might  be 
declared  fraudulent  and  void  against  the  plaintiff,  and 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  ;  that  the  note  of  tiie  Ist  of 
September,  1825,  for  500/.,  might  be  declared  to  have 
been  obtained  from  the  plaintiff  without  legal  consider- 
ation, and  the  amount  thereof,  with  interest,  allowed  in 
account;  that  the  defendant,  James  Thomas,  might  be 


510  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1837*  restrained  from  bringing  actions  on  the  note  for  SOO/.  or 
for  his  bill  of  costs^  and  that  that  note  might  be  delivered 
tip  to  be  cancelled ;  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  what  was  due  from  the  defendant,  James  Thomas,  for 
principal  and  interest  in  respect  of  these  aereral  trana- 
actions,  and  that  he  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  balance, 
&c. 

The  defendant,  James  Thomas,  by  his  answer  denied 
all  the  charges  of  fraud  and  conspiracy  contained  in 
the  bill,  and  insisted  on  the  yalidity  of  the  sereral  agree- 
ments. He  also  denied  that,  except  on  one  occasion,  the 
plaintiff  had  ever  applied  to  set  off  the  note  for  1161.  &•; 
and  he  insisted  that,  as  that  note  was  not  to  be  paid  with- 
out three  months'  notice,  it  would  not  be  the  subject  of 
set-off  as  between  him  and  the  plaintiff.  He  stated  the 
circumstances  attending  the  plaintiff's  giving  the  SfXH 
note  in  the  manner  already  mentioned.  He  admitted  that 
he  had  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  tOOL 
under  the  first  agreement ;  insisting  that  such  agreement 
was  in  that  respect  annulled  by  the  subsequent  agreement 
of  the  1st  of  September,  1825.  He  denied  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  previously  to  1826  uniformly  employed  him  as  hit 
attorney,  for  that  on  one  occasion,  in  1825,  the  plaintiff 
had  employed  a  Mr.  Williams  in  that  capacity. 

The  defendant  David  Thomas  likewise  denied,  by  his 
answer,  all  the  charges  of  fraud  and  conspiracy  contained 
in  the  bill.  He  also  positively  denied  the  plaintiff's  state- 
ment, as  to  the  representations  alleged  to  have  been  made 
by  him  to  the  plaintiff  previously  to  the  transaction  of  the 
1st  September,  1825.  He  positively  denied  having  made 
any  application  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  his 
estates,  and  with  respect  to  the  agreement  of  the  29di 
November,  1825,  he  stated  as  follows: — that  he»  David 
Thomas,  having  heard  of  the  uncertain  and  wavering  dis- 
position of  the  plaintiff,  did,  in  order  to  avoid  any  dispute 
on  the  subject,  desire  the  plaintiff,  after  he  bad  drawn 
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or  written  the  said  agreement  and  counterpart,  and  after  1837. 
the  execution  of  both*  to  consider  well  what  he  was  doing 
before  he  delivered  the  same  to  him,  David  Thomas;  as 
be,  David  Thomas,  cared  nothing  about  the  bargain,  and 
would  not  enter  into  any  agreement  witli  plaintiff,  unless 
the  plaintiff  meant  to  perform  it.  Upon  which  the  plain- 
tiff left  the  house,  and  took  the  agreement  and  coun- 
terpart with  him  for  the  purpose,  as  he,  David  Thomas 
believed,  of  consulting  his  friends  on  the  subject.  That 
the  plaintiff,  two  or  three  days  after,  called  again  with 
the  agreement  and  counterpart,  and  urged  him,  David 
Thomas,  very  strongly  to  accept  the  same,  which  he  at 
last  consented  to  do,  and  accordingly  the  counterpart  was 
delivered  to  him  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  had  no  witnesses  to  prove  the  fraudulent 
circumstances  under  which  he  stated  the  300/.  note  to 
have  been  given,  nor  could  he  give  parol  evidence  of  any 
of  the  alleged  frauds,  but  he  entered  into  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  estates.  James  Howard,  a  maltster  and 
farmer,  who  had  occasionally  for  the  last  eleven  years 
valued  property  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  two  estates, 
valued  them  in  December,  1834,  at  1110/.  John  Bowen, 
a  land  surveyor  of  thirty-five  years'  experience,  and  who 
had  occasionally  for  the  last  thirty  years  valued  lands  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  these  estates,  valued  them  in  Janu* 
ary,  1836,  at  113 1/. 

The  defendants  entered  into  no  very  material  evidence, 
except  to  prove  the  respectability  of  William  Roes,  through 
whose  medium  the  agreement  of  September  1835  was  ef- 
fected ;  and  also  to  prov^that  the  plaintiff  had  on  some 
occasions  expressed  his  satisfaction  at  the  arrangements 
between  him  and  the  defendant,  James  Thomas,  and  had 
talked  of  making  him  his  heir. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  RoupeU^  for  the  plaintiff.-^ 
Enough  is  admitted  on  the  face  of  these  answers  to  enable 
the  Court  to  direct  an  account ;  but  what  the  plaintiff  is 
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most  desirous  of  obtaining,  is  an  inquiry  into  the  circum- 
stances relating  to  the  300/.  note.  Independently  of  all 
considerations  drawn  from  the  relation  of  attorney  and 
client^  there  would,  it  is  submitted,  be  sufficient  ground  of 
suspicion  to  induce  the  Court  to  direct  a  special  inquiry  ai 
to  whether  any,  and,  if  any,  what  consideration  was  paid  for 
this  note.  But  when  the  situation  of  the  parties  is  re 
garded,  no  doubt  can  exist  on  the  subject.  Here  a  per- 
son under  the  control  of  his  attorney  signs  a  note  for 
800/.,  at  a  meeting  proposed  suddenly  and  for  a  different 
purpose,  at  a  time  when  the  attorney  was  indebted  to  him  in 
the  sum  of  116/.,  which,  even  taking  the  attorney's  state- 
ment to  be  true,  ought  to  have  been  made  the  subject  of 
set-off.  The  answer  of  James  Thomas  on  this  subject  is 
incredible.  Considering  the  relative  situation  of  the  parties, 
the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  clear  and  specific  proof,  inde- 
pendently of  proof  of  the  note  itself^  that  the  money  was 
paid  to  him,  and  of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
paid.  The  general  principles  on  this  subject  are  laid  down 
in  Lewes  v.  Morgan  (a),  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
There  Lord  Redesdale,  in  giving  his  judgment,  said,  that 
the  Master  should  consider  how  far  the  acceptances  and 
bonds  executed  from  time  to  time  by  Sir  Watkin  Lewes 
to  Mr.  C.  Morgan,  were  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact, 
that  the  several  sums  of  money  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
prised in  the  several  bonds,  constituting  2400A,  and  for 
which  the  bond  to  that  amount  was  given,  were  actually 
advanced  ;  and  his  lordship  added,  that  when  an  account 
has  been  directed  of  dealings  and  transactions  of  this  de* 
scription,  a  person  standing  m  tlie  situation  of  solicitor, 
agent,  general  manager  and  director,  and  having  the 
whole  concerns  of  the  other  party  under  his  control,  and 
having  made  such  other  party  execute  instruments  of  thb 
sort,  which  are  therefore  liable  to  suspicion,  is  not  enti- 
tled to  rely  merely  on  proof  of  the  instruments  themselves, 

(a)  6  Price,  SS. 
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but  must  shew  that  the  advances  were  actually  made*  1837- 
These  principles  were  recognised  and  acted  upon  by  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Alexander,  in  another  stage  of  the  same 
canse  (a) ;  and  although  his  decision  was  subsequently  re- 
versed in  the  House  of  Lords  (6),  upon  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  yet  the  general  proposition  was  fully  assented 
to  and  adopted  by  Lord  Brougham^  in  his  judgment  on 
that  occasion.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  if  that  proposi*- 
tion  be  true,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  this  inquiry  ;  the 
anus  probancU  lying  on  the  attorney  to  shew  that  consider- 
ation was  given  for  the  security. 

There  is  no  imaginable  ground  on  which  any  of  the 
alleged  purchases  can  stand.  The  first  agreement,  that 
of  December  18^4,  was  made  between  the  attorney  and 
his  client,  without  the  intervention  of  any  third  party. 
A  court  of  equity  looks  at  all  transactions  of  this  nature, 
between  an  attorney  and  his  client,  with  suspicion.  In 
order  to  support  such  a  transaction,  the  attorney  must 
shew  that  the  contract  was  carried  on  with  perfect  fair- 
ness, that  a  full  price  was  given,  and  that  he  had,  quoad 
the  purchase,  discarded  the  character  of  attorney.  Is 
that  the  case  here  ?  Besides,  this  agreement  is  liable  to 
the  objection  that  the  client  was  out  of  possession.  The 
stipulation  was,  that  an  action  should  be  brought  to  reco- 
ver the  estates,  and  that  the  purchaser  should  indemnify 
the  seller  against  the  costs  of  the  action.  This  agree- 
ment, therefore,  is  void  for  maintenance :  Wood  v. 
Dmones  (c),  Harrington  v.  Long  (d),  Prosser  v.  Edmonds  (e) ; 
and  the  other  agreements,  which  are  founded  upon  them, 
must  be  void  also.  It  is  impossible  to  go  through  this 
case  without  seeing  fraud  in  every  part  of  it.  The  evi- 
dence for  the  plaintiff  is  explicit  as  to  the  real  value  of  the 
property,  and  that  evidence  stands  uncontradicted.     All 

(a)  3  Y.  &  J.  248.  {d)  2  M.  &  K.  590. 

(6)  8  Bligh,  N.  S.  811.  (c)  1  Y.  &  C.  481. 

(c)  18Vc8.  120. 
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that  is  attempted  to  be  said  to  the  contrary  is,  that  it  was 
valued  some  years  ago  by  another  person  who,  he  belieTei, 
thought  it  not  worth  more  than  90(iL  The  original  agree- 
ment was  for  the  purchase  of  these  estates  at  five  times  lesi 
than  their  real  value*    Assuming  the  construction  put  by 
James  Thomas  on  the  second  agreement  to  be  right- 
namely,  that  it  put  an  end  to  the  first,  still  thequestios 
is,  whether,  under  such  circumstances,  the  second  agree* 
ment  can  stand.    According  to  his  own  construction  of  id 
James  Thomas  was  to  resell  the  estates  at  a  profit  of  500L 
and  be  paid  the  costs  of  the  action  besides.     Then  as  to 
the  agreement  with  David  Thomas,  independently  of  the 
objection  of  its  being  void  for  maintenance,  there  is  no 
mutuality  in  it     Suppose  a  bill  had  been  filed  by  the 
plaintiff  against  David  Thomas,  what  decree  could  ban 
been  made  ?     There  is  no  time  fixed  for  taking  possei- 
sion  or  paying  the  purchase*money.    Specific  perforoH 
ance  could  not  be  decreed,  as  David  Thomas  might  re- 
fuse to  take  possession,  and   the  purchase-money  would 
not  become  payable   till  he  did.     Under  these  circum- 
stances, we  submit  that  the  plaintiff  is  is  entitled  to  hsTO 
this  agreement,  which  is  a  blot  on  his  title,  delivered  up 
to  be  cancelled.     The  connection  between  the  defendants 
is  evident  from  many  circumstances ;  but  amongst  otbeni 
from  that  of  James  acting  as  solicitor  for  David,  and  at- 
tempting to  take  possession  of  the  estates  on  his  behalf. 
Upon  the  whole,  these  securities,  if  good  at  all,  can  only 
be  good  to  the  extent  of  the  monies  actually  due.     The 
rest  of  the  monies  cannot  be  considered  in  the  light  of 
gratuities,  for  the  Court  will  not  allow  an  attorney  to  take 
a  gratuity  from  the  client,  whilst  this  relation  subsists  (a)* 
lAlderson,  B. — ^You  do  not  advert  to  the  relationship  of 
the  parties.]     That  relationship  would  not  contravene  the 
general  rule.     At  all  events,  it  is  admitted  that  the  plain- 
tiff  was  totally  ignorant  of  law. 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  183, 195. 
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Mr.  Metcalfe  (a),  and  Mr.  James  Russell^  for  the  de-  1837* 
fendanto. — The  note  for  116/.  2s.  was  given  for  good  con-* 
lideration,  and  bore  a  special  indorsement  that  it  was  not 
to  be  negotiated  till  three  months'  notice  had  been  served 
Ml  James  Thomas  for  that  purpose.  So  that  all  the  argu* 
meot  as  to  set-off,  there  being  no  legal  obligation  to  pay 
it  till  notice,  falls  to  the  ground.  Again,  the  argument 
drawn  from  the  assumption  that  the  note  for  300/.  was 
given  to  Thomas  without  consideration/and  while  he  was 
the  plaintiff's  attorney,  falls  to  the  ground.  This  was  a 
ipecific  loan  to  the  plaintiff  of  300/.  in  notes ;  not  an 
allowance  in  account  in  the  course  of  mutual  dealings 
between  the  parties  as  attorney  and  client  It  is  an  in- 
sulated transaction.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  to 
connect  the  loan  of  300/.  with  any  transactions  between 
the  parties  as  solicitor  and  client.  In  this  respect,  there- 
fore, it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any 
relief.  [Aldersan^  B. — He  only  asks  for  inquiry.]  The 
inqoiry  must  be  founded  on  evidence  of  fraud,  and  in  a 
matter  of  account  between  an  attorney  and  his  client. 
But  fraud  is  not  necessarily  to  be  inferred  even  where 
large  gratuities  have  been  made  to  an  attorney.  A  gift 
to  an  attorney  after  the  transaction  is  concluded,  though 
exorbitant,  will  not  be  set  aside  in  equity:  Oldham  v. 
Hand(b).  Then,  is  a  bill  of  costs  to  be  the  subject  of  an 
account  in  this  court  ?  There  is  nothing  in  the  dealings 
between  these  parties  which  may  not  be  investigated  at 
law.  Upon  the  subject  of  the  agreements,  and  the  alleged 
inadequacy  of  consideration  for  them,  the  Court  must 
consider  the  relationship  between  the  parties.  There  is 
strong  evidence  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  intended  to 
make  James  Thomas  his  heir,  in  consideration  of  his  rela- 
tionship, and  his  having  done  much  to  recover  the  estate. 

fa)  Owing  to  accidental  cir-         (6)  2  Ves.  sen.  259 ;  see  ante, 
cumstancesy   Metcalfe   had   pre-     p.  170. 
eedeoee. 
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I8d7.        The  plaintifT  was  himself  present  at  the  trial  of  the  eject* 
ment,  and  expressed  himself  satisfied  with  the  verdict, 
and  talked  of  remunerating  James  Thomas  for  the  result 
It  is  in  evidence  that  James  Thomas  was  not  present 
when  the  plaintiff  said  this.     With  all  this  evidence  in 
favour  of  the  defendants,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  plain- 
tiff's case  ?     He  brings  the  foulest  charges  of  fraud  and 
conspiracy  against  the  defendants,  without  any  evidence  to 
support  his  allegations.     He  states  a  variety  of  transac- 
tions, which  have  no  connection  with  each  other  even  ai 
regards  James  Thomas;  and  those  transactions,  uncon- 
nected as  they  are,  he  endeavours  to  combine  with  mat- 
ters relating  to  the  other  defendant.     The  relief  sought 
against   the   two  defendants  is  totally  distinct.     Unlea 
there  had  been  charges  of  collusion  between  them,  the 
bill  would  have  been  multifarious,  but  there  is  no  evidence 
of  any  connection  between  them  as  agent  and  employer. 
The  name  of  David  Thomas  does  not  appear  in  the  traa^ 
actions  until  September,  1825.     [Alderson,  B. — The  first 
question  is,  whether  there  is  not  ground  for  relief,  as 
against  the  defendant,  James  Thomas.    What  do  you  saj 
to  the  note  for  800/.  ?    Supposing  there  is  a  proper  ground 
for  an   account,  the  question  is,  whether  or  not  there 
should  be  an  inquiry  as  to  this  specific  item.]     There  is 
no  ground  for  an  account  in  this  case.     There  must  be 
mutual  demands  to  authorize  a  decree  for  an  account  in 
equity ;  and  matter  relating  merely  to  business  done  or 
bills  of  exchange  is  not  considered  matter  of  accoont. 
[yilderson,  B. — Suppose  the  second  agreement  is  set  aside, 
and   the  500/.  directed  to  be  considered   merely  as  a 
payment  in  a  series  of  transactions ;  how  can  that  be 
settled  except  in  equity  ?]    An  account  grounded  on  such 
directions  must  be  confined  to  the  particular  transaction 
to  which  the  directions  apply.     Even  if  the  plaintiff  8U^ 
ceed   in  setting  aside  that  agreement,  he  will  only  be 
entitled  to  an  account  in  reference  to  that  particular  trans- 
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action ;  not  to  a  general  account  of  all  ('ealings  and  trans* 
actions.  These  transactions,  however,  are  not  such  as  a 
court  of  equity  will  set  aside.  It  may  be  conceded  that 
the  arrangements  were  voluntary,  and  therefore  that  the 
defendants  could  not  enforce  the  specific  performance  of 
them  in  a  court  of  equity ;  but  there  was  a  near  relation- 
ship subsisting  between  the  parties,  and  one  of  the 
agreements  was  drawn  up  and  attested  by  a  person  of 
great  respectability,  and  it  is  no  valid  objection  to  say 
that  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  hard  bargain.  In  Willis 
V.  Jemigan  (a).  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  that  it  is  not  suf- 
ficient, to  set  aside  an  agreement  in  this  Court,  to  suggest 
weakness  and  indiscretion  in  one  of  the  parties  who  was 
engaged  in  it ;  for  supposing  it  to  be  in  fact  a  very  hard 
and  unconscionable  bargain,  if  a  person  will  enter  into  it 
with  his  e}'es  open,  equity  will  not  relieve  him  on  this 
footing  only,  but  he  must  shew  fraud  in  the  other  party. 
In  Montesquieu  v.  Sandys  (6),  where  the  consideration 
stated  was  money,  but  the  true  consideration  was  a  bill  of 
costs,  not  equal  in  amount  to  the  purchase  money,  the 
agreement  was  nevertheless  supported. 

Mr.  Simpiinson,  in  reply. — The  question  is,  whether 
the  facts  disclosed  by  the  answers  are  not  sufficient  in 
themselves  to  prove  the  fraud.  It  is  enough  to  say  that 
this  man  was  solicitor  to  the  plaintiff;  that  while  he  was 
90,  the  plaintiff  agreed  for  the  sale  to  him  of  these  estates 
for  200/.  and  the  costs  of  the  ejectment ;  that  a  few  months 
afterwards  he  was  driven  to  get  back  the  premises  from 
bis  attorney  under  circumstances  which  no  court  of  justice 
vrill  warrant;  that  he  was  compelled  to  pay  for  the  pri- 
irilege  of  repurchasing  them,  and  even  obliged  to  borrow 
the  odd  30/.  to  make  up  the  consideration  money.  [^Alder'- 
son,  B. — There  is  no  doubt  as  to  that  part  of  the  case  ; 

(a)  2  Atk.  261.  {b)  18  Yes.  302. 
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1837.  the  questions  as  to  the  account  and  the  situation  of  Dand 
Thomas  are  more  material.]  Upon  the  qaestion  of  ae- 
count,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  a  bill  will  not  He  in 
equity  to  have  an  agreement  obtained  from  a  party  under 
these  circumstances  declared  null  and  void,  and  to  hate 
the  money  paid  under  the  agreement  replaced.  NoWf  if 
such  a  bill  were  filed  against  the  defendant  in  respect  of 
one  of  these  agreements,  he  might  say  in  his  defence — ^Be 
the  case  what  it  may  under  the  agreement,  yet  there  are 
other  transactions  in  which  the  plaintiff  is  indebted  tooie, 
and  I  must  have  credit  in  account  with  him.  If  il  be  detr 
that  such  would  be  the  result  upon  a  bill  so  framed|it 
follows  that  the  present  bill,  which  is  for  a  general  aocouo^ 
is  maintainable.  Courts  of  equity  will  not  administer  justice 
by  halves.  They  would  say,  in  a  case  like  the  present— 
these  dealings,  taken  per  se,  clearly  authoriie  a  decree 
for  an  account  in  each  case;  therefore  let  all  the  aocomiti 
of  all  the  dealings  be  gone  into. 

With  respect  to  David  Thomas,  he  unquestioDtUy 
stands  in  a  different  situation  from  his  brother,  but  beii 
so  mixed  up  in  the  transactions  that  he  is  a  neeesaqf 
party  to  this  suit.  In  the  first  place,  he  admits  by  hii 
answer,  that  the  agreement  of  the  Ist  of  September,  IW, 
is  in  his  possession,  and  he  holds  it  in  trust  for  his  brother, 
and  refuses  to  deliver  it  up  to  the  plaintiff.  He  iif 
therefore,  a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  which  seeks  the  it' 
livery  up  and  cancelment  of  that  agreement.  He  lu< 
likewise  so  conducted  himself  in  these  matters  as  to  brisg 
himself,  to  a  degree,  within  the  principles  which  regu- 
late the  dealings  between  attorney  and  client;  for  it  ap- 
pears by  the  evidence  of  the  defendants,  who  defend  to- 
gether, that  the  application  to  Williams  for  the  loan  of 
860/.  was  made  by  David  Thomas,  and  although  he  wit 
not  personally  present  at  the  meeting,  in  September  IttSi 
yet  that  meeting  took  place  a  few  days  only  after  tbe 
procuring  this  loan. 


•J 
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It  has  been  said  that  this  bill  is  multifarious ;  but  objec- 
tions for  multifariousness  cannot  be  taken  at  the  hearing : 
Wj^mnev.  Callendar(a). 

Aldkrson,  B. — ^The  only  questions  in  this  case  which 
have  presented  any  doubt  to  my  mind,  are  those  which 
have  been  raised  with  respect  to  the  account,  and  to  the 
relief  prayed  against  the  defendant  David  Thomas. 

It  appears  to  me  that  I  ought,  upon  the  wholci  to  make 
a  decree  for  an  account  as  prayed,  upon  the  ground  that 
these  transactions  having  taken  place  between  attorney 
and  client,  cannot  be  supported  in  equity,  and  therefore 
that  a  general  account  must  follow  from  the  nature  of 
those  transactions.  I  agree  with  the  proposition  that  not 
every  transaction  in  the  nature  of  a  purchase,  which  takes 
place  between  an  attorney  and  his  client,  is  void,  by  rea- 
son of  the  relation  which  subsists  between  the  one  party 
and  the  other.  If  the  transaction  be  entirely  unconnected 
with  the  duty  of  the  attorney,  and  the  attorney  act  with 
fairness,  no  doubt  such  a  transaction  may  be  supported. 
That  was  the  case  of  Montesquieu  v.  Sandys.  The  decision 
in  that  case  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  party  against 
whom  the  contract  was  sought  to  be  annulled,  although 
he  was  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  had  not  acted  as 
such  attorney  sn  idc  re.  But  in  Wells  v.  Middleton,  which 
is  cited  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Doumes  (6), 
the  transaction  was  set  aside,  although  it  would  have 
been  unobjectionable  but  for  the  relation  in  which  the 
parties  stood  to  each  other  as  attorney  and  client.  ''  It 
was  overturned,**  said  liord  Eldon,  *'oti  this  great  prin- 
dple — the  danger  from  the  influence  of  attornies  or 
counsel  over  clients,  while  having  the  care  of  their  pro- 
perty ;  and)  whatever  mischief  may  arise  in  particular 
cases,  the  law,  with  the  view  of  preventing  public  mischief, 

(a)  1  Ross.  293.  {b)  18  Ves.  127. 


Jones 


Thomas. 
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1837.        says,  they  shall  take  no  benefit  derived  under  such  dr- 
cumstances."  It  appears,  therefore,  that  even  a  fair  trani- 
9.  action  of  this  nature,  between  an  attorney  and  his  clienti 

in  a  matter  entrusted  to  the  attorney  in  bis  character  of 
attorney,  may  be  set  aside,  in  order  to  prevent  the  pub- 
lic inconvenience  that  would  arise,  if  professional  men, 
though  not,  individually  speaking,  intending  to  act  unfairly, 
were  to  be  allowed  to  avail  themselves  of  their  peculiar  li- 
tuation  to  enter  into  such  transactions. 

The  question,  therefore,  in  cases  like  the  present,  is, 
whether  the  party  was,  as  Lord  Eldon  expresses  it,  the 
attorney  in  hdc  re.     Now,  what  are  the  circumstances  ct 
this  case?     The  defendant,  James  Thomas,  is  employed 
by  the  plaintiff  as  his  attorney  to  recover  the  possession 
of  these  estates ;  and  while  he  was  so  employed,  a  bargain 
is  entered  into  between  him  and  his  client,  that  he  shall 
have  possession  of  the  estates  delivered  to  him  upon  bis 
giving  an  indemnity  to  the  client  from  the  costs  of  re- 
covering the  possession,  and  that  the  contract  shall  be 
completed  upon  his  paying  to  the  client  SOO/.,  at  a  certain 
time  after  the  delivery  of  possession.     What  is  that  buta 
bargain  between  an  attorney  and  his  client  tit  hdc  r^— a 
bargain  which  cannot  stand  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  is 
contrary  to  public  policy? 

I  own  I  think  tliat  the  case  goes  a  great  deal  further, 
upon  the  mere  statements  of  the  answer,  and  that  the 
client  has  abundant  reason  to  say  that  he  has  been  de- 
ceived in  these  transactions,  and  that  the  attorney  is  not 
prepared  to  clear  up  these  charges  of  deceit,  either  ai 
regards  the  transaction  of  1824,  or  as  regards  that  of 
1825.  The  latter  is  infinitely  more  fraudulent  than  the 
other,  and  may  be  set  aside  on  other  principles.  How 
stands  the  case  with  reference  to  that  agreement?  The 
attorney  having  obtained  from  his  client  an  illegal 
agreement  for  the  purchase  of  these  estates,  the  client 
brings  bis  action  of  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  those 
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estates,  and  obtains  a  verdict.  The  clienti  therii  sua-  1837. 
pecting  that  he  has  been  deceived,  is  induced  to  seek  for 
ft  modification  of  that  agreement;  upon  which,  what  does 
the  attorney  do?  He  enters  into  a  fresh  bargain  with  his 
cUent ;  he  refuses  to  give  up  the  former  agreement,  but 
makes  the  client  pay  for  nothing,  in  order  to  put  an  end 
to  the  illegality  of  that  agreement  This  second  agree- 
ment, therefore,  must  also  be  set  aside,  and  the  account 
which  is  asked  for  follows  as  a  matter  of  course. 

I  say  nothing  here  relative  to  the  note  for  300/.,  because 
that  will  be  the  subject  of  an  inquiry  before  the  Master. 
In  taking  the  account,  the  Master  will  inquire  under  what 
circumstances  that  note  was  given.  If  it  appear  to  have 
been  given  in  a  fair  transaction,  the  attorney  ought  to 
have  the  benefit  of  it ;  but  he  ought  not  to  have  the  pri- 
vilege of  recovering  that  as  an  item  in  the  account  in 
equity.  With  respect  to  the  note  for  500/1,  as  the  agree- 
ment for  which  it  was  given  is  declared  to  be  null  and 
void,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  amount  of  that  note,  to- 
gether with  interest,  must  be  repaid  by  the  defendant, 
James  Thomas. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  what  is  to  be  the  nature 
of  the  decree  in  reference  to  the  defendant,  David 
Thomas.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  circumstances 
shew  that  a  considerable  connexion  existed  between  him 
■nd  his  brother  in  these  transactions,  and  that  I  shall  do 
right  if  I  decree  that  he  also  deliver  up  the  agreement 
of  the  29th  of  November  1825,  for  the  purpose  of  being 
sancelled. 

Declare  all  the  agreements  fraudulent  nnd 
void,  and  let  the  same  be  delivered  U|  to 
the  plaintiff*  to  be  cancelled.  Refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  dealings 
and  transactions  between  the  defendant 
James  Thomas  and   the  plaintifiT,  and, in 

yOL«  II.  M   M  EQ.  EX, 
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taking  such  account,  let  the  Master  charge 
the  defendant  James  Thomas  with  the 
amount  of  his  note  for  500L,  with  intemt 
from  the  time  of  payment.  Let  the  Master 
inquire  whether  anything,  and  what,  is  dot 
to  the  defendant  James  Thomas,  on  the 
note  for  SOOL,  dated  the  3rd  December, 
1823,  and  let  the  Master  state  whether  the 
defendant  James  Thomas  can  prove  by  aoy 
and  what  affirmative  evidence,  beyond  the 
production  of  the  note  itself,  the  payment 
of  any  and  what  consideration  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  that  note.  The  Master  to  tax  the 
bill  of  costs  of  the  defendant  James  Thomii. 
Liberty  to  state  special  oircumstaneeii 
Reserve  further  directions  and  costs. 


Ex  parte  Trafford — In  the  Matter  of  the  Livsarooi. 
AND  Manchester  Railway  Act. 

Where,  under  I.  HE  petitioner  Thomas  Joseph  Trafford  was,  by  virtue 

of  a  railway  of  his  marriage  settlement,  tenant  for  life  of  considenUe 

prcbill^dTy  estates  in  the  parish  of  Trafford  and  elsewhere,  in  the 

the  company  of  countv  of  Lancaster,  subject  to  a  term  of  five  hundred 

Gorporationt,  "^  ^  .  -       ,  .  .  •      • 

tenant!  for  years,  for  securing  portions  for  his  brother  and  suten* 

cotta  oUn  ap-  '^^^^  trustees  of  that  term,  having  borrowed  several  smtf 

CouruoUre*  ^^^""^"g  ^^  6666/.  13*.  4rf.,  for  the  purposes  of  the 

the  purchase  settlement,  mortgaged  the  premises  comprised  in  the  tens 

money  applied 

in  the  discbaige  to  sccure  the  repayment  of  that  sum. 
h!i!S^"wiii  By  the  statute  7  Geo.  4,  c.  xlix.  s.  39  (a),  the  Manchcs- 

be  directed  to  ter  and  Liverpool  Railway  Company  are  empowered  to 

Company,  ai-  purchasc  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  for  the  piff- 

thoogh  the  act 

only  makes  an 

ezprcM  promion  for  tueh  oottt  in  caiet  where  the  money  is  to  be  laid  out  in  thepvichaaeoftaiit 

t  o  be  settled  to  the  like  uses. 

(a)  This  act  is  amended  and  enlarged  by  stat.  10  Geo,  4,  c.  zxzr. 
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poses  of  that  undertaking,  of  corporations,  tenants  in  life,         1837. 
tenants  in  tail,  &c.  ^^  p^^e 

Under  the  Gist  section  of  the  act,  the  money  to  be  paid  TaArroRiK 
for  the  purchase  of  any  lands,  &c.  of  any  corporation, 
tenant  for  life^  &c.,  shall,  if  it  exceed  SOO/.,  be  paid  into 
the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of 
the  Accountant-General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  1  Geo.  4,  c.  35, 
there  to  remain  until  the  same  shall,  by  the  order  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  made  upon  the  petition  of  the  party 
who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  lands  to  be  purchased,  be  applied  either  in  the  pur- 
chase or  redemption  of  the  land  tax,  or  in  the  discharge 
of  any  debt  or  other  incumbrance  affecting  the  said  lands, 
or  affecting  other  lands  standing  settled  to  the  same  uses ; 
or  until  the  same  shall  by  a  like  order  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  other  lands  to  be  settled  to  the  like  uses,  as 
the  lands  which  shall  be  so  purchased  stood  settled  or 
limited ;  and  in  the  meantime  the  money  may  by  like  or- 
der of  the  Court  be  invested  in  the  3/.  per  cent  Reduced 
Annuities,  &c. 

The  66th  sectipn  enacts,  that  where,  by  reason  of  any 
disability  or  incapacity  of  any  party  entitled  to  the  lands 
&c-  to  be  taken  by  the  Company,  the  purchase-money 
•hall  be  required  to  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England, 
to  be  applied  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands,  to  be  set- 
tled to  the  like  uses,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to 
order  the  expenses  of  such  purchases,  together  with  the 
necessary  costs  and  charges  of  obtaining  such  order,  to 
be  paid  by  the  Company  out  of  the  monies  to  be  received 
by  virtue  of  the  act. 

The  petitioner  having  sold  some  part  of  the  settled 
lands  to  the  Company  under  the  provisions  of  this  act* 
the  Company  paid  the  purchase-money,  amounting  to 
SI66/«,  into   the   Bank   of  England,   where    the   same 

uu2 
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was  now  standing  in  the  name  of  the  Accottntant-Ge* 
-,      ^        neral. 

Ex  parte 

tr AFFORD.  The  mortgagee  of  the  term  for  five  hundred  years  hat- 
ing consented  to  receive  the  above-mentioned  sum  of  2166L 
in  part  discharge  of  his  mortgage  debt  of  6666^  13#.  44,, 
the  prayer  of  the  petition  was,  that  the  Accountaot- 
General  might  be  directed  to  pay  over  to  him  that  soni, 
and  that  the  Company  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses of  this  petition,  together  with  the  necessary  costs 
and  charges  of  obtaining  the  order  to  be  made  on  this 
petition,  and  of  the  other  parties  appearing. 

Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  petition,  said,  that  although  the 
express  words  of  the  66th  section,  relative  to  costs,  were 
confined  to  cases  where  the  money  was  to  be  laid  oat  in 
lands  to  be  settled  to  the  like  uses,  yet  it  was  cleailf 
within  the  scope  and  meaning  of  that  section,  that  tbe 
same  costs  should  be  given  in  cases  where  the  money  wsi 
to  be  applied  in  the  discharge  of  incumbrances  :  and  be 
cited  Ex  parte  Northwick  (a). 

Mr.  R*  Atkinson^  for  the  mortgagee. 

Mr.  Spence,  for  the  Company. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  said,  that  however  desirom 
he  might  be  to  order  the  costs  prayed  for,  he  doubted 
whether,  under  the  words  of  the  act  of  Parliament,  be 
had  authority  to  do  so.  He  fully  agreed  with  Lord 
Lyndhunt^  that  cases  of  this  nature  came  within  tbe 
spirit  of  the  act ;  but  he  thought  that  that  consideratiofl 
alone,  without  stronger  expressions  on  the  part  of  tbe 
Legislature,  would  hardly  authorize  him  to  make  sucb  sa 
order.     He  would,  however,  reserve  the  question  of  costs, 

(a)  1  Y.  &  C.  166. 
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and  wouldi  in  the  mean  time^  mention  the  subject  to  Lord         1837. 

Lyndhunt.  Ex  parte 

Trapford. 

Oo  a  subsequent  day,  Mr.  Stinton  applied  for  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  upon  the  point  reserved,  when  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  stated,  that  he  had  consulted  Lord 
Lyndhurst  on  the  subject,  and  that  he  should  follow  the 
decision  in  Ex  parte  Nor thwick.  His  Lordship  therefore 
ordered  that  the  costs,  as  prayed  by  the  petition,  and 
likewise  the  costs  of  this  application,  should  be  paid  by 
the  Company. 


Feb.  9th. 


Thomas  9.  The  Attorney-General. 

efANE  LAWRENCE,  by  her  will,  after  reciting  certain  Testatrix  gaTe 
powers  of  appointment  which  she  possessed  by  virtue  of  JIJi^dlrecfeT*** 
her  marriage  settlement  and  other  indentures,  directed,  b^'  husband, 

,  whom  she  ap- 

limited,  and  appointed  all  her  real  and  personal  estate,  pointed  her 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  the  only  use  and  behoof  thrie^des  as^ 

of  her  husband,  Henry  Lawrence,  for  life,  subject  to  the  l°**?|j'^^^^*u* 

payment  of  her  debts,  which  she  directed  to  be  paid  by  be  convenient, 

her  husband,  whom  she  appointed  her  executor.     She  years,  if  it 

then  gave  annuities  to  certain  charitable  societies;  the  'onvcni'ence:" 

interest  of  100/.  to  her  nephew,  T.  Morgan,  for  his  life ;  ^*"'  '»>»*  ^« 

^         '  o      '  '   legatees  were 

and  legacies  to  various  persons — *'  the  legacies  to  be  paid  not  entitled  to 

«  1       •        ,  ^  .       ,  .  interest  on  their 

by  my  husband  as  soon  after  my  death  as  convenient,  or  legacies  before 
within  three  years,  if  it  suit  the  convenience  of  my  said  *f®the?hree°" 
beloved  husband.**     The  testatrix  then  charged  all  her  7^^ 

^  Where  lands 

real  estate  with  the  payment  of  her  debts  and  legacies;   are  charged  by 
and  gave  her  husband  power,  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  any  ^ymentof^ 
part  of  her  property,  to  raise  and  levy  the  requisite  sums  ^5**^  "V*  ^' 

for  that  purpose.  executor  has 

The  testatrix  died,  leaving  her  husband  surviving  her,  money  for  that 

purpose  by  the 
sale  or  mortgage  of  all  or  any  of  the  testator's  real  estates,  this  is  not  a  discretion  which  can  b* 
ezcrcbcd  arbitraiUy  or  capridoui ly  by  the  executor. 
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who  had  not  paid  the  legacies  before  the  end  of  three 
years  after  the  testatrix's  death.  The  bill  was  filed  by 
the  legatees  against  the  Attorney-General,  in  respect  of 
the  charity  legacies,  and  against  the  husband  and  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  testatrix,  praying  to  have  the  trusts  of 
the  will  declared  and  carried  into  execution. 


Mr.  Boieler,  and  Mr.  Berkeley^  for  the  plaintiffs. — Tlie 
Court  will  give  interest  on  these  legacies  from  the  usml 
time,  otherwise  the  legatees  will  suffer  from  the  neglect  of 
others.    As  far  as  T.  Morgan's  interest  is  concerned,  it  is 
clearly  one  which  ought  to  commence  from  the  time  of 
the  decease  of  the  testatrix.    With  respect  to  the  other 
legatees,  although   they  could  not  compel  payment  for 
three  years  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  yet  it  does  not 
follow  that  they  ought  not  to  have  interest  from  the  osoal 
time.     In  Churchill  v*  Lady  Speake(a),  a  case  somewhat 
similar  to  the  present,  interest  was  given  from  the  dettfa. 
The  charity  legacies,  except  such  as  are  charged  on  the 
personalty,  are  manifestly  void. 

Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Attorney-General. 

Mr.  Stevens,  for  the  heir-at-law. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  fVUbraham,  for  the  defeodin^ 
Henry  Lawrence. — If  the  husband  had  paid  the  legacies 
before  the  end  of  the  three  years,  the  interest  would  also 
have  been  payable  before  the  expiration  of  that  time. 
But  he  was  to  pay  the  legacies  at  his  convenience,  and 
three  years  is  the  time  limited  for  his  convenience.  There 
is  no  reason,  therefore,  why  interest  should  be  paid  fioo 
an  earlier  period.  The  rule  as  to  payment  of  interest 
from  the  end  of  one  year,  is  nothing  more  than  a  rule  of 


(a)  1  Vcm.  261. 
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convenience.  As  to  T.  Morgan's  interest^  it  is  nothing 
more  than  an  ordinary  legacy,  and  must  be  treated  accord- 
ingly. There  is  another  question  in  the  suit,  namely^ 
whether!  as  the  husband  has  a  right  to  sell  or  mortgage  all 
or  any  part  of  the  real  estates,  he  has  an  arbitrary  dis- 
cretion to  say  on  what  part  of  the  estates  the  charges 
■hall  be  thrown  ;  but  upon  that  point  we  offer  no 
argument 
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Alderson,  B. — I  think  that  the  interest  on  these  lega- 
cies should  only  be  calculated  from  the  end  of  the  three 
years.  The  testatrix  intended  to  give  her  husband  an 
extension  of  that  discretion,  which  courts  of  equity  have 
limited  to  one  year ;  and,  the  discretion  having  been  given 
to  him,  it  appears  that  it  was  not  convenient  to  him  to 
exercise  it  earlier.  As  to  the  bequest  to  T.  Morgan,  it  is 
not  in  the  nature  of  an  annuity,  but  of  an  ordinary  legacy, 
and  therefore  payable  only  at  the  same  time  with  the 
other  legacies. 

I  think  also  that  the  discretion  given  to  the  husband 
throughout  this  will  is  to  be  taken  to  be  a  sound  discre- 
tion, and  not  merely  the  exercise  of  an  arbitrary  or  capri- 
cious choice ;  therefore,  upon  the  question  what  part  of 
this  property  is  to  be  sold  for  the  purpose  of  the  will,  I 
can  only  say  that  I  think  it  must  be  such  part  as  a  sound 
discretion  points  out  for  that  purpose. 


Crease  r.  Pen  prase. 

JMLR.  FAVELL  moved  for  the  production  of  the  deeds   Deeds  and 
and  documents,  admitted  by  the  answer  of  the  defendant  mittod'by  the' 

to  be  in  his  possession.  annrer  being 

*  Tery  numerous, 

the  usual  order 

Mr.  Cottyer^  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that  the  deeds  docUon  may 

be  qualified 
by  a  direction  that  they  be  inspected,  ftc  at  the  office  of  the  defendant's  attorney. 
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1837.  and  documents  were  so  numerous  that  it  would  be  impoi- 
sible  without  great  inconvenience  to  remove  them  into  the 
custody  of  the  defendant's  clerk  in  court;  and  he  sub- 
mitted, that  under  such  circumstances  the  usual  order 
should  be  qualified  by  a  direction,  that  the  plaintiff  or  hii 
solicitor  should  be  at  liberty  to  attend,  at  all  seasonable 
hours,  at  the  office  of  the  defendant's  solicitor,  for  tbe 
purpose  of  examining  and  taking  copies  of  the  documenti. 

The  Court,  after  hearing  Mr.  FaveU  in  reply,  imde 
the  qualified  order. 


MEMORANDUM: 

On  the  Snd  March,  1837,  John  Jervii,  Esq.  of  die 
Middle  Temple,  received  a  patent  of  precedence;  and 
soon  afterwards,  Francis  Whitmanh^  of  Gray*s  Inn,  Esq., 
and  Charles  Purton  Cooper,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.,  were 
appointed  his  Majesty's  counsel  learned  in  the  law. 


Ex  parte  ^LL\%OH — In  the  Matter  of  the  Trinity  Housi 
, -.    ^  ,  Corporation  Act. 

May  3fia. 

A  lemse  of  a       By  indenture  of  lease,  dated  1st  October,  1795,  and  ei- 

light-house  and  .  *.   l 

the  tolls  thereof,  ecuted  by  the  master,  wardens,  and   assistants  of  tbe 

raUon^ofT?^  Trinity  House  of  the  one  part,  and  Henry  Smith  of  the 

"h^tcirM!i*"d  ^^^^^  part,  reciting  letters  patent  empowering  the  Trinity 

therefore  a  hos-  House  to  give  authority  to  persons  to  erect  light-hoaees, 

sign  his  wife's  ^^id  reciting  the  convenience  which  had  been  afforded  to 

l"i(^!  *°  "**'''  mariners  by  the  erection  of  the  Longships  light-hou«; 

Where  an  act  and  that  Smith  had  erected  the  same,  and  had  also  caused 

of  parliament  .  ,  . 

authorises  the  certain  poles  or  trees  to  be  placed  on  the  neighboanng 
Unds  in  which    rock,  Called  the  Wolf  Rock,  or  Rundle  Stone ;  it  wis 

a  feme  covert  is 

interested,  and  gives  the  Coort  of  Exchequer  authority  to  distribute  the  pnrchase*inonej  aasogit 
the  parties  beneficially  entitled  thereto,  the  exercise  of  that  authority  by  the  Court  is  in  lies  f^ 
the  solemnities  ordinarily  required  for  the  conveyance  of  the  real  property  of  a  feme  covert,  « 
on  the  payment  of  her  money  out  of  Court. 
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wiCnessedi  that,  in  consideration  of  such  erection  by  Smith ,         1837. 
and  other  considerations  in  the  indenture  mentioned ,  the       _ 

ex  parte 

parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  did  demise  unto  the  said  Ellison. 
Henry  Smith,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
the  said  light-house,  together  with  the  scite  thereof,  and 
also  the  said  poles  or  trees,  and  all  tolls,  dues,  and  cus- 
toms payable  in  respect  of  the  said  light-house,  to  hold, 
&e.,  for  the  term  of  fifty  years,  from  the  29th  September, 
1795,  at  the  rent  of  100/.  per  annum.  The  lease  contained 
clauses,  that  the  actions  to  be  brought  by  the  lessee  should 
be  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  and  that  the  lessee 
should  not  assign  without  leave  of  the  corporation. 

Henry  Smith  died  intestate  on  the  ^th  of  October, 
1809,  leaving  a  widow  and  four  children.  By  Smith's 
intestacy,  and  the  will  of  the  widow,  who  died  some  few 
years  afterwards,  the  four  children  became  entitled  to  the 
lease  in  equal  shares. 

In  July,  1829,  Captain  Ellison  married  Betsy  Ellen 
Smith,  one  of  the  four  children  of  Henry  Smith.  No 
settlement  was  made  upon  that  marriage.  Afterwards 
Captain  Ellison  granted  an  annuity,  chargeable  on  his  one- 
fourth  share  of  this  leasehold  property,  to  George  Key, 
who  subsequently  assigned  it  to  T.  Kearsey.  Upon  the 
assignment  to  Kearsey,  the  latter  advanced  a  further  sum, 
and  the  whole  annuity  then  amounted  to  140/.  per  an- 
num. This  annuity  was  secured  by  a  deed,  dated  the 
27th  of  February,  1830,  and  executed  by  Captain  and 
Mrs.  Ellison,  by  which  the  annuity  was  made  payable 
daring  the  remainder  of  the  term,  and  made  redeemable 
in  the  usual  manner. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  2lst  of  August,  1830,  Cap- 
tain  Ellison  assigned  his  interest  in  the  light-house,  sub- 
ject to  existing  incumbrances,  to  the  petitioners,  Mears 
and  Hughes,  upon  trust,  to  pay  an  annuity  of  300/.  a  year 
daring  the  remainder  of  the  term,  to  Mrs.  Ellison,  for 
her  separate  use,  but  without  power  of  anticipation,  and 
to  pay  the  residue  to  Captain  Ellison. 
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1837.  By  the  statute  6  &  7  WilL  4,  e.  79,  which  Tests  the 

Ezvarte  property  in  all  light-houses  in  England  in  the  Trinity 
Ellisom.  House,  and  which  recites,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
Longships  light-house  is  held  by  Henry  Pascoe  Smith, 
Esq.,  (the  administrator  of  Henry  Smith,  the  intestate), 
by  Tirtue  of  a  lease  from  the  Trinity  House,  that  corporatkm 
(see  sect.  3)  is  empowered  to  purchase  several  light- 
houses, amongst  which  is  the  Longships,  and  the  toOi 
belonging  to  them,  of  the  owners  or  persons  interested  in 
those  light-houses. 

The  23rd  section  directs  that  the  purchase-money  paid 
for  any  light-house  to  be  purchased  of  corporations,  femei 
covert,  infants,  &c.,  shall,  if  it  exceed  200/.,  be  paid  into 
the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of 
the  Accountant-General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  be 
placed  to  his  account  there  **  Ex  parte  the  Corporation  of 
the  Trinity  House,"  &c. ;  to  be  applied  under  the  directioo 
of  the  Court,  and  upon  the  petition  of  the  party  who  would 
have  been  interested  in  the  rents,  in  the  purchase  of  here- 
ditaments to  be  conveyed 'to  the  like  uses  to  which  the 
light-house  stood  limited,  and  in  the  meantime  to  be  in- 
vested in  the  31.  per  cent.  Reduced  Annuities. 

The  26th  section  enacts,  that  in  case  any  person  to 
whom  any  purchase-money  shall  be  awarded  for  a  light- 
house shall  refuse  to  accept  the  same,  or  shall  not  be  abk 
to  make  a  good  title  to  such  light-house,  to  the  satisfa^ioi 
of  the  master,  wardens,  and  assistants  of  the  Trini^ 
House,  they  may  order  the  sum  assessed  and  awarded 
to  be  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  name  of  the 
Accountant-General  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  the 
credit  of  the  master,  wardens,  and  assistants  of  the  Trinity 
House,  and  the  parties  interested,  subject  to  the  order  of 
the  Court ;  and  the  Court,  upon  the  applicatioo  of 
the  parties  interested,  may,  in  a  summary  manner, 
order  the  money  to  be  invested  in  the  public  fondif 
and  may  order  distribution  thereof,  or  payment  of  the 
dividends  thereof,  according  to  the  respective  estates  or 
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interests  of  the  parties  making  claim  thereto^  and  may  ^  ^^''  ^ 
make  such  other  order  in  the  premises  as  to  the  said  Ez  parte 
Court  shall  seem  just.  Bllisom. 

The  S7th  section  enacts,  that  where  any  question  shall 
arise  respecting  the  title  of  any  party  to  any  money  paid 
into  the  Bank  in  pursuance  of  this  act,  the  party  who  shall 
have  been  in  possession  of  the  light-house,  or  in  receipt 
of  the  tolls,  at  the  time  when  the  purchase-money  was 
awarded,  shall  be  taken  to  have  complete  title  thereto, 
according  to  such  possession  and  enjoyment,  till  the  con- 
trary be  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  corporation  of  the 
Trinity  House  entered  into  an  agreement  with  Captain 
Ellison  for  the  purchase  of  his  remaining  interest  in  the 
property  at  6899/.  65.  7cL,  the  corporation  taking  upon 
themselves  the  responsibility  of  discharging  the  several 
incumbrances.  Accordingly,  an  indenture  of  assignment 
was  prepared  for  that  purpose,  bearing  date  the  8th  of 
March,  1837,  and  executed  by  the  proper  parties.  The 
corporation,  about  the  same  time,  undertook  to  re-pur- 
cbase  Kearsey's  annuity  at  the  sum  of  1,540/.,  and  an 
agreement  was  executed  for  that  purpose. 

A  doubt  having  afterwards  been  suggested  whether 
Captain  Ellison  could  make  a  good  title  to  the  property, 
the  purchasers  paid  the  purchase- money  into  Court,  under 
the  26tb  section  of  the  act.  The  ground  of  their  objec- 
tion was,  that  the  interest  of  the  parties  holding  under 
this  lease  was  not  that  of  a  chattel  real,  but  a  chose  in 
action,  or  a  mere  personal  interest  vested  in  Mrs.  Ellison 
during  the  term,  and  that  it  was  not  assignable  by  her 
husband. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Captain  Ellison  and 
the  trustees  under  the  marriage  settlement,  praying  that 
a  sum  of  3000/.,  part  of  the  sum  of  6689/.  6s.  7c/.,  might 
be  paid  to  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  Mrs. 
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1837*         Ellison's  annuity  during  the  remainder  of  the  term,  and 
"^^        that  the  residue  might  be  paid  to  Captain  Ellison,  and  that 
ELLisoir.      the  Trinity  House  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of 
this  application. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Pigoti,  for  the  petitioners. — If 
this  were  a  mere  personal  annuity,  it  may  be  admitted  that 
this  assignment  would- not  be  good  against  Mrs.  Ellison  if 
she  survived  her  husband.  But  this  is  a  lease  of  the  light- 
house, of  the  scite,  and  of  the  tolls,  for  a  term  of  years, 
which  is  clearly  an  interest  in  land,  and  is  so  treated  by  the 
act,  because  the  purchase-money  is  to  be  re-invested  in 
land.  In  Negus  v.  Coulter  (a),  the  mere  right  of  laying 
mooring- chains  and  exacting  tolls  for  them,  was  held  (obe 
an  interest  in  land.  Knapp  v.  Williams  (6),  Howes  v.  Ckap' 
man  (c).  Rex  v.  Bates  (ct),  and  Rex  v.  Winsianley  (e),  are 
likewise  authorities  in  point.  The  case  of  The  Chelsea 
Water  Works  Company  (/)  went  upon  this, — that  though 
the  right  of  the  corporation  was  an  interest  in  land,  yet  the 
individual  shares  were  personal.  That  case,  therefore,  if 
not  an  authority  against  the  present  application.  In  the 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  tolls  of  a  light- 
house are  not  rateable,  the  reason  has  been,  that  the  tolii 
are  not  collected  within  the  parish  where  the  benefit  is 
received — not  that  those  tolls  are  not  as  much  connected 
with  the  realty  as  any  other  tolls :  Rex  ▼.  Rebowe  {g)t 
Rex  V.  Coke  (A).  Supposing  this  to  be  a  real  chattel,  it  is 
clear  that  the  assignments  of  it  by  Captain  Ellison,  first  to 
Kearsey,  and  secondly  to  the  trustees  for  the  benefit  of 
his  wife,  are  valid.     In  Donne  v.  Hart  (t),  it  was  held  that 

(a)  Ambler,  367-  (g)  Cowp.  583 ;  Bott,  143,  pL 

(6)4Ve8.430.  177- 

(0  4  Ves.  542.  (A)  5  B.  &  C.  797;  8  D.  ft  R. 

(d)  3  Price,  341.  666. 

(e)  8  Price,  180.  (0  2  Russ.   &  Myl.  360;  lee 
if)  Ante,  p.  268.  Moody  v.  Matthem^  7  Vet.  183. 
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aBBignment  by  the  husband  of  his  wife's  interest  in  a         1837- 
chattel  real  was  valid,  although  the  interest  was  only       „ 

**  ^  Jsx  parte 

contiDgent  and  reversionary)  and  although  the  husband  Ellison. 
died  before  the  contingency  was  determined  or  the  re- 
TCTsion  fell  into  possession.  But,  supposing  this  were 
not  a  chattel  real,  the  money  is  in  Court,  and  represents 
the  property ;  and  the  Court,  having  the  fund  in  its  posses- 
lion,  can  give  all  necessary  directions  for  securing  the 
wife*8  interest. 

Mr.  Boteter^  and  Mr.  L.  Wigramf  for  the  corporation 
of  the  Trinity  House^ — It  is  not  the  object  of  the  Trinity 
House  to  throw  obstacles  in  the  way  of  the  petitioners, 
bat  only  to  secure  a  good  title  to  this  property.  In  the 
cases  which  have  been  cited,  the  nature  of  the  property 
was  that  it  should  be  assignable;  the  difference  here  is, 
that  the  interest  originally  granted  to  the  Trinity  House 
was  not  assignable.  A  confidence  was  reposed  in  them 
not  to  assign,  and  the  contract  between  them  and  Smith 
amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  covenant  that  Smith, 
in  consideration  of  building  the  light-house,  should  enjoy 
the  tolls.  The  recital  in  the  stat.  13  Elix.  c.  8,  shews  that 
peculiar  confidence  was  placed  in  the  Trinity  House,  on 
the  ground  of  their  being  *'  the  chiefest  and  most  expert 
masters  and  governors  of  ships."  The  third  section  of 
that  statute  enacts,  '*  that  the  corporation  shall  from  time 
to  time  keep  in  repair  the  beacons,  &c.  to  be  by  them 
or  their  assigns  erected."  The  word  '^assigns"  in  this 
clause,  when  taken  with  reference  to  the  entire  statute, 
means  nothing  more  than  *'  agents."  And  that  seems  to 
be  the  meaning  attached  to  the  same  word  in  the  charter, 
by  which  many  of  the  rights  specified  are  granted  to  the 
master,  wardens,  and  assistants  of  the  Trinity  House  and 
their  successors,  "  or  their  substitutes  or  substitute,  depu- 
ties or  deputy,  assigns  or  assign."  That  the  corporation 
had  a  trust  or  confidence  imposed  upon  them,  which  they 
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1837*        could  DOt  assign,  appears  likewise  from  the  opinion  of  Sit 
'     '  JP.  Bacon*  A.  G.,  and  Sir  H.  Yelverlon,  both  of  whom 

Ex  parte  , 

Ellison,      were  consulted  upon  the  subject.    The  lease  to  Smith 
also  bears  out  this  construction!  for  it  contains  a  covenant 
that  the  actions  to  be  brought  on  behalf  of  Smith  shall  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  corporation.    Rex  ▼•  Tyne^ 
mouth  (a)  favours  the  position  that  the  tolls  are  distinct 
from  the  light-house.     [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — ^There 
is  a  great  series  of  modern  cases,  at  variance  with  that  opi- 
nion.]    Even  if  the  tolls  be  considered  real  property  un- 
der the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  it  does  not  follow  that  tbejr 
are  so  for  other  purposes.    They  are  not  annexed  to  the 
realty  like  mooring  chains,  but  are  merely  a  tax  for  using 
the  realty.    There  is  no  difference  in  this  respect  between 
them  and  postage.    There  are  many  cases  in  which  pro- 
perty has  been  considered  to  be  real  property  within  the 
Mortmain  Act,  though  not  so  for  any  other  purpose.    A 
large  and  full  construction  has  been  given  to  the  Mof^ 
main  Act,  in  order  to  prevent  the  mischiefs  intended  to  be 
provided  for.     The  same  observation  may  apply  to  the 
statute  of  Elizabeth.     [The  Lord  Chief  jBaroM.— The 
question  is,  whether,  under  the  26th  section  of  6ft7 
Will.  4,  c.  79,  this  money  is  not  tantamount  to  money  in 
Court  arising  from  the  sale  of  an  interest  of  a  feme  cofert, 
and  paid  on  her  personal  appearance,  or  by  virtue  of  ft 
deed  of  acknowledgment.] 

Mr.  Simpkimonf  in  reply,  contended  in  favour  of  the 
construction  put  by  the  Court  upon  the  S6th  section  of 
the  statute  of  Will.  4,  and  also  remarked  that  the  Trinity 
House  had  themselves  considered  this  property  as  assigiH 
able,  because  the  assignments  contained  express  covenants 
by  the  lessee,  not  to  assign  without  the  consent  of  the 
corporation. 

(a)  12  East,  46. 
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The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  do  not  blame  the  Trinity  1837. 
House  for  bringing  this  question  before  the  Courts  as  it  ^^  ^^^ 
might  fairly  be  considered  the  safest  course  for  them,  un-  Ellison. 
der  the  circumstances;  but  I  own  I  do  not  see  any  doubt 
sufficient  to  justify  me  in  withholding  the  order  which  is 
sought  by  this  petition.  It  is  true  that  the  tolls  of  a  light- 
boose  have  been  held  not  to  be  rateable  as  tolls ;  but  it 
does  not  therefore  follow^  that  in  a  lease  of  a  light-house 
together  with  the  tolls,  the  tolls  are  not  to  be  drawn  after 
the  light-house  as  a  species  of  real  property.  That  i^f  one 
answer  to  the  objections  which  have  been  made  to  this 
motion.  Then,  again,  it  is  impossible  to  consider  this  pro- 
perty as  a  mere  personal  enjoyment  of  a  right  which  has 
been  vested  in  the  Trinity  House  by  way  of  confidence, 
and  which  they  cannot  assign  ;  because  they  have  them- 
selves treated  the  property  as  matter  of  contract,  and  have 
by  the  form  of  their  own  contracts  permitted  the  parties, 
with  certain  restrictions,  to  make  assignments.  Then, 
with  respect  to  the  interest  of  this  particular  party,  I  think 
the  act  of  parliament  expressly  permits  the  Trinity  House 
to  purchase  it.  Although  Captain  Ellison  may,  indepen- 
dently of  the  act,  have  no  right  to  assign  his  wife's  interest 
except  under  certain  forms ;  yet,  as  the  act  has  made  a 
complete  title  for  the  purchasers,  what  is  that  but  giving 
the  sellers  the  power  of  converting  their  interest  into  hard 
cash?  That  cuts  the  Gordian  knot.  What  has  the 
Court  to  do  but  to  allow  the  parties  to  apportion  the  mo- 
ney amongst  them  according  to  the  interests  which  they 
had  before  ?  The  difficulty  is  solved  by  the  act.  Suppose, 
as  has  been  suggested,  that  this  was  a  mere  covenant  that 
the  party  should  enjoy  the  tolls ;  the  legislature  only  says — 
We  will  allow  you  to  convert  your  interest  into  a  sum  of 
money,  which  the  Court  shall  pay  to  you.  And  if  so  con- 
verted, it  is  his  personal  property.  In  the  present  case, 
whatever  was  the  nature  of  Captain  Ellison's  interest,  by 
the  act  of  Parliament  it  is  converted  into  money,  and  is 
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1837. 

Ex  parte 
Ellison. 


therefore  his  personal  property.  By  his  own  personal 
engagement^  he  would  be  bound  to  settle  such  part  as  is 
the  subject  of  settlement. 

I  should  be  disposed  to  let  the  matter  rest  here«  and  to 
dispose  of  this  case  simply  upon  the  construction  of  the 
act  of  Parliament ;  but  being  much  pressed  to  give  my 
opinion  upon  the  other  point  which  has  been  raised,  Imust 
say,  that  in  my  opinion  the  lease  of  these  tolls  is  a  chattel 
real,  and  that,  consistently  with  modern  decisions,  that, 
old  case  of  Rebotce,  if  all  the  grounds  on  which  it  ap^ 
pears  to  have  been  decided  are  correctly  reported,  wa« 
not  altogether  put  upon  the  right  grounds. 

Motion  granted. 


May  2nd. 

A  wife  In  ex* 
trewdti  and 
luiTiiigJust 
been  delivered 
of  a  child,  ap- 
pointed by  will 
real  property  to 
ber  bttiband,  in 
fee.    After  her 
death,  the  hus- 
band gave  bit 
bond  for  secur- 
ing 80002.  to 
the  in&nt; 
which  l>ond  re- 
cited that  he 
bad  upon  the 
execution  of 
the  will  given 
bis  wife  an  as- 
surance that  he 
would  make 
provision  for  the 
chUd:— flel<i, 
that  the  30002. 
was  a  lien  on 
the  estate. 


Ex  parte  Atkins — In  the  Matter  of  the  London  and 

Southampton  Railway  Act. 

Maria  Godfrey,  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  one  un- 
divided third  part  of  some  freehold  lands  at  Southampton, 
married  Mr.  Brad  by.  After  their  marriage,  the  lands  were 
settled  upon  her  and  her  husband  for  their  lives,  with  re- 
mainder to  such  uses  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint; 
in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use,  after  the  death  of  the 
husband,  of  the  children  of  the  marriage  in  fee;  and, in 
default  of  children,  to  the  right  heirs  of  Mrs.  Bradby. 

A  few  years  after  the  marriage,  and  immediately  after 
being  delivered  of  a  daughter,  Mrs.  Bradby  made  ber 
will.  She  was  too  weak  to  sign  it,  but  she  set  her  mark  to 
it  in  the  presence  of  her  solicitor,  her  nurse,  and  a  female 
friend.  By  this,  she  devised  the  whole  of  her  one  third 
share  to  her  husband  in  fee.  She  died  on  the  same  dayi 
leaving  one  child  only,  the  daughter  before  mentioned. 

In  February,  18^,  Mr.  Bradby  executed  a  bond  tocer 
tain  trustees,  conditioned  for  securing  to  Louisa  Bradby, 
the  infant  daughter  of  himself  and  his  late  wife,  the  sum 
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of  SflOOLf  to  be  paid  to  her  immediately  upon  her  attain- 
ing twenty-one,  if  that  event  should  happen  in  his  life- 
time; if  not,  within  six  months  after  his  decease.  The  Atkins. 
bond,  after  reciting  that  Bradby  was  entitled  to  a  one  un- 
divided third  share  of  the  property  in  question  under  the 
will  of  Mrs.  Bradby's  father,  and  by  virtue  of  Mrs.  Brad- 
bjr's  will  and  appointment,  proceeded  in  these  words : 
**  And  whereas  the  said  J.  Bradby,  upon  the  execution  of 
the  said  will  and  appointment,  gave  his  said  wife  an 
assurance  that  he  would  make  a  provision  for  the  said 
Louisa  Bradby^  and  hath  therefore  agreed  to  enter  into 
the  said  bond,  &c.     Now  the  condition,  &c." 

After  the  execution  of  this  bond,  Mr.  Bradby  pur- 
chased the  remaining  two  thirds  of  the  property,  and 
mortgaged  the  whole  to  the  petitioners.  Bradby  after- 
wards, with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagees,  contracted 
mrith  the  Southampton  Railway  Company  for  the  sale  to 
them  of  the  whole  property  for  4,500/.  But  upon  ascer- 
taining the  nature  of  the  bond,  the  company  refused  to 
pay  more  than  two  thirds  of  the  purchase  money  to  the 
vendor ;  and  they  paid  the  remaining  one  third,  namely, 
1,500/1,  into  court,  upon  the  advice  that  the  recital  in  the 
bond  gave  the  trustees  a  lien  for  that  sum  upon  the  one 
third  share  devised  by  Mrs.  Bradby. 

The  mortgagees  now  presented  their  petition  to  be 
paid  the  1,500/. 

Mr.  Coote  and  Mr.  L.  Wigram,  for  the  petitioners. — 
Mr.  Bradby  in  his  affidavit  states,  that  the  assurance 
mentioned  in  the  bond  was  merely  voluntary  on  his  part. 
[The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  cannot  hear  his  affidavit  as  to 
that.  His  evidence  must  be  taken  from  the  recital  only.] 
Where  it  is  shewn  that  a  party  has  received  a  benefit  in 
consequence  of  a  promise  made,  and  he  afterwards  refuses 
o  perform  the  promise,  the  Court  will  convert  him  into  a 
trusteCf  and  make  him  perform  the  promise.    But  here 

VOL.  II.  N    N  EQ.  EX. 
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1837.        there  is  no  evidence  that  the  husband  received  the  benefit 
^     "     '       of  the  wife's  will,  in  consequence  of  the  promise*    It  must 

£z  pErt6 

At&ins.  be  shewn  not  merely  that  the  promise  was  made,  but  that 
it  was  relied  upon  by  the  testator :  C/uimberlaia  v.  Agar{a)» 
Tlie  case  of  Podmore  v.  Gunning  (6),  will  be  relied  upon 
against  the  petitioners;  but  that  case  went  a  great  length, 
and  the  decision,  as  reported,  is  only  on  motion.  It  is  be- 
lieved that  the  bill,  in  that  case,  was  dismissed  (c)«  A  mere 
promise  amounts  to  nothing.  Here  it  was  only  an  assu- 
rance by  the  husband,  that  he  would  make  a  suitable  pro- 
vision for  the  child  ;  and  he  did  so  by  bond.  There  was 
no  promise  to  pay  out  of  this  particular  land.  [The  Lord 
Chief  Baron. — If  a  man  makes  a  will,  and  then  marries 
and  has  a  child,  that  is  in  law  a  revocatiun  of  the  will,  with 
a  view  to  the  benefit  of  the  children.  Here  the  very  re- 
verse takes  place.  A  woman  marries,  has  a  child,  and 
then  makes  a  will.  The  law  would  consider  primd  facie 
that  that  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  child.  Instead, 
however,  of  giving  the  property  to  her  cidld,  she  gives  it 
to  her  husband.  How  did  it  occur  to  her  to  make  a  will 
for  her  husband  ?] 

Mr.  JVilcock,  for  the  trustees. — This  transaction  was 
one  and  entire.  The  bond  might  be  a  proper  form  of 
provision  for  (he  child,  but  clearly  the  father  thought 
him>elf  boiind  to  execute  it  in  consequence  of  benefits 
which  he  received  under  the  will.  Podmore  v.  Gunning 
is  in  point,  an9  is  a  very  strong  case.  When  Bradby  has 
paid  the  money,  I  admit  he  would  be  entitled  to  the 
estate;  but  the  Court  uill  not  let  him  have  the  estate  till 
he  has  paid  tlie  purchase  money.  There  must  be  an  in- 
vestment of  the  money,  or  he  must  do  what  the  Court  may 
con>ider  an  equivalent.  He  has  shewn  that  in  hi^  opinion 
not  less  than  3,000/.  ought  to  be  settled  on  the  child. 

(a)  2  Yes.  &  B.  259.  (c)  It  was  so.    The  ease  has 

ib)  6  Sim.  4bd.  siace  been  reporttd  io  1  Sim.  644. 
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The  1,500/.  ought  to  be  applied  in  part  performance  of         1837* 
the- settlement. 


Ex  parte 
Atkins. 


Mr.  Cory,  for  the  husband,  now  ofTered  to  make  pro- 
posals before  the  Master  for  settling  3,000/.  on  the  infant. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  said,  that,  considering  the 
value  of  the  estate,  he  thought  the  proposal  fair;  and 
ordered  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  approve  of  a  security 
U|K>n  the  terms  of  the  bond  ;  and  upon  that  security  being 
given,  the  money  in  court  to  be  paid  to  the  mortgagees. 


a 


GouLBouRN  r.  Brooks.  May  9tkt 

24th. 

EORGE  BROOKS,  by  his  will,  devised  as  follows :—  Legacy  charged 

"  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  all  my  real  estate  to  my  ex-  ind^p^ayabfc  on 

ecutors  upon  the  trusts  after  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  <hc  i>roiher  and 

*^                                                                                                   •'  iwter  of  the 

upon  trust,  that  my  wife,  Mary  Brooks,  do  and  shall  re-  legatee  attain- 

ceive  and  take  my  rents  during  her  n.itural  lift*,  if  she  shall  oi  2i,  hfid  not 

so  long  continue  u\y  widow;  and  from  and  immediately  by*Ihe*deaih1)f 

after  her  death  or  marriaire,  which  shall  first  happen,  then  the  it-gatee, 

^                                    1          /»       .  before  ihe  time 

upon  trust  to  pay  and  apjdy  the  rents  and  profits  in  the  of  payuent; 

maintenance  and  brintring  up  of  my  son  Thomas  Brooks,  betng'poit"' 

and  my  daughter  Ellen   Brooks,  if  tliey  shall  be  under  pone^forthe 

'            ^                                                          •'  convenience  of 

age,  until  they  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one;  and  the e»tate,  and 

then  my  will  and  mind  is,  that  at  the  death  or  marriage  of  tion  anneied  to 

my  said  wife,  1  give  and  devise  my  estate  above  mentioned  {}j*{^'*J*"  ^^ 
to  my  son  Thomas  Brooks,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 

only  yielding  and   paying  to  my  daughters  Martha  and  * 
Ellen  the  sum  of  100/.  each." 

The  testator  died,  leaving  his  widow  and  three  children, 
n.imely,  Martha,  Thomas,  and  Ellen,  surviving  him. 
Martha  had  attained  her  age  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator, 
and  married  the  plaintiff.  The  widow  married  again ; 
and  in  1831,  which  was  after  the  marriage  of  the  widow, 

n  V  2 
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1837.         but  beFore  the  two  children  Thomas  and  Ellen  attained 

Go       UK     twenty-one,  Martha  died.     The  question   was,  whether 

V.  the  legacy  of  100/.  left  to  Martha  lapsed,  or  was  payable 

to  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  of  Martha,  out  of  the  real 

estate. 

Mr.  Bethell,  and  Mr.  Dixon ^  for  the  plaintiff. — This  is 
a  devise  to  the  wife  until  her  death  or  second  marriage, 
and  then  a  chattel  interest  is  provided  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  two  children,  if  under  age  at  that  time ;  and,  sub- 
ject to  that  intermediate  interest,  the  estate  is  to  vest  in 
Thomas  Brooks  in  tail,  subject  to  the  legacies  to  Martha 
and  Ellen.  The  interest  in  these  legacies  is  vested,  but 
payment  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  providing  for 
the  childrens'  maintenance.  The  legacies  being  charges 
on  the  remainder  in  tail,  and  the  interest  in  remainder 
vesting,  the  charge  is  vested  also.  It  was  held  in  the 
earlier  cases  (a),  that  where  a  legacy  is  charged  on  land, 
and  the  legatee  dies  before  the  time  of  payment,  the  legacy 
is  lapsed.  That  rule  applies  now,  where  payment  of  the 
legacy  is  postponed  with  reference  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  devisee,  but  not  where  it  is  postponed  with  reference 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  estate :  Dawson  v.  Killett  (6), 
Poole  V.  Terry  (c).  Wlien  a  legacy  is  charged  upon  an 
estate  as  a  portion  for  a  child,  and  the  child  dies  before 
the  time  of  payment,  the  general  rule  is  that  the  estate  is 
relieved  from  the  portion.  But  the  reason  for  that  rule 
fails  in  this  instance,  because  the  plaintiff's  wife  was  mar^ 
ried  at  the  time  of  the  gift :  Ernes  v.  Hancock  {d), 

Mr.  Spencct  and  Mr.  Harwood^  for  the  defendant. — 
The  estate  is  given,  in  the  first  instance,  to  trustees,  who 


(a)  See  Paulet  v.   Doggett,  2         (c)  4  Sim.  294. 
Vera.  86.  {d)  2  Atk.  607. 

(6)  lBro.C.C.119. 
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must  have  the  fee  in  order  to  do  their  duty  as  trustees^         1837* 
and  provide  for  the  children's  maintenance.     In  a  certain     gqulbourh 

event  the  fee  is  eiven  to  the  defendant,  and  then  the  tes-  ^' 

®  Brooks. 

tator's  will  and  mind  was,  &c«  The  defendant  takes  the 
estate  upon  a  certain  condition.  The  estate  is  not  charged 
with  the  legacies,  as  it  was  in  Poole  v.  Terry ^  but  a  condi- 
tion is  imposed  on  the  party  taking  it^  and  that  condition 
is  satisfied  by  the  death  of  the  legatee  before  the  time  of 
payment.  In  Smell  v.  Dee  {a\  the  legacies  were  given  to 
certain  persons  at  the  end  of  ten  years  after  the  testator's 
death ;  and  although  it  was  contended  that  the  bequest 
differed  from  a  bequest  to  a  person  at  twenty-one,  inas- 
much as  it  depended  on  a  certainty,  and  not  on  a  contin- 
gency, yet  Lord  Cowper  held  that  the  legacy  lapsed.  In 
Watkitts  V.  Cheek  {b),  where  legacies  charged  on  real 
estate  were  made  payable  at  twenty -one,  but  the  testator 
expressly  declared  that  they  should  vest  in  the  legatees 
at  his  death.  Sir  John  Leach  observed,  that  but  for  that 
direction  they  would  certainly  have  sunk  for  the  benefit  of 
the  devisee  of  the  real  estate.  Where  a  legacy  affects 
real  estate,  in  order  to  prevent  a  lapse,  the  testator's  in- 
tention in  that  respect  must  be  clearly  shewn.  Ernes  v. 
Hancock  illustrates  that  rule.  The  devisee  of  the  real 
estate  was  not  to  have  it  till  he  attained  twenty-three,  and 
then  he  was  to  take  it  upon  condition  that  he  paid  his 
sister  a  legacy  out  of  the  estate  within  two  years  after  his 
so  attaining  twenty-three.  The  sister  survived  the  period 
when  the  brother  was  to  take  the  estate,  but  died  within 
the  two  years,  and  it  was  held  that  her  administrator  was 
entitled  to  the  legacy.  But  there  the  period  of  payment 
was  only  postponed  to  give  the  devisee  an  opportunity  of 
raising  the  legacies.  Here  there  is  no  intention  to  give 
the  daughter  any  thing  before  the  time  of  payment.  The 
other  cbildrens'  legacies  are  not  to   be   raised   till  that 

(a)  2  SalR.  415.  (6)  2  Sim.  &  5. 199. 


BaouKf. 
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18d7.         period,  anci  it  does  not  appear  that  the  testator  intended 
^  to  make  any  provision  f.ir  her  by  wayof  marriage  po^ 

tion.  Dawson  v.  Killet  is  distinguishable  from  the  present 
case,  because  there  the  legacy  was  expressly  charged  oi 
the  realty,  and  afterwards  a  direction  given  fur  payment 
Here  there  is  no  such  direction.  Nays.  /indrew$(a\ 
and  Harrison  v.  Nay  lor  (b),  are  authorities  for  tbe 
defendant. 

Mr.  Beibell,  in  reply. — In  Waiiins  v.  Cheeky  payment 
of  the  legacy  was  postponed,  with  reference  to  tlie  €i^ 
cumstances  of  the  legatee,  and  consequently  Sir  Jokn 
Leach  held  that  it  would  have  lapsed  but  for  the  direction 
of  the  t(  stator.  In  the  case  in  Salkeld,  the  legacy  wai 
given  at  a  particular  time,  which  distingui>hed  that  case, 
and  likewise  that  of  Harrison  v.  Naylor,trom  the  present. 
A/ay  V.  Andrews  was  in  effect  overruled  by  Dawson  v. 
Killet.  Here  the  devise  to  Thomas  Brooks  was  a  present 
interest,  subject  to  the  contingency  of  maintenance.  1^ 
100/.  which  he  had  to  pay  was  equally  a  present  intereit 
He  takes  (he  estate  cum  onere. 

May  24/A.  Alderson,  B. — The  principles  which  are  to  govern  this 
decision  are  clear — the  only  difficulty  is  to  make  an  appli- 
cation of  them. 

It  has  been  established,  that  when  a  legacy  is  givenab-^ 
solutely,  but  the  time  of  payment  is  only  postponed}  i^ 
does  not  lapse  by  the  death  of  the  legatee  before  the  tise 
of  payment  arrives.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  arrival  of 
the  lime  of  payment  be  a  condition  annexed  to  the  legacji 
then  it  does  lapse.  The  familiar  instance  of  a  legacy  to 
A.,  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  which  lapses ;  and  of  • 
legacy  to  A.,  to  be  paid  on  his  attaining  twenty-one,  which 
does  not,  shews  the  principle. 

(a)  1  Bro.  C.C.  122.  (6)  3  Br^.  g,  C-  106. 
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The  will,  (hcrefore,  must  be  carefully  examined,  to  see 
whether  the  inteniion  of  tlie  testator  was  to  make  the 
legacy  conditional  or  net.  Here,  the  testator  leaves  the 
knd  to  trustees  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  wife  for 
life,  or  dnriifg  the  widowhood ;  and  after  her  death  or 
marriage,  to  pay  them  for  the  maintenance  of  his  children, 
until  the  youngest  shall  attain  twenty-one.  And  he  then 
adds: — **  And  my  mind  is,  that  at  the  death  or  marriage 
of  my  wife,  I  give  and  bequeath  my  estate  to  my  son 
Thomas,  yielding  and  paying  to  my  daughters  Martha 
and  Elltn  100/.  eath."  The  whole  difficulty  seems  to  me 
to  arise  from  tlie  order  in  which  the  testator  has  expressed 
his  intentions.  If  we  invert  the^  order  of  the  two  last 
dispositions,  we  shall  make  it  clear  enough.  The  testator 
seems  to  me  to  have  left,  on  the  death  or  marriage  of  his 
wife,  the  rents  and  profits  of  his  estate  to  h\s  son,  charged 
with  these  legacies,  with  a  provision  that  neither  the  son 
should  enjoy  the  estate,  nor  the  daughters  receive  their 
legacies,  until  the  youngest  child  was  tweoty-onp,  the  rents 
and  profits  being  to  be  devoted  in  the  meantime  to  their 
maintenance  and  education. 

This  brings  the  case  within  those  authorities  which  have 
established  that  if  the  payment  be  postponed  for  the  con- 
irenience  of  the  estate,  and  not  as  a  condition  annexed  to 
the  person  of  the  legatee,  the  legacy  does  not  lapse. 

1  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  this  legacy  did  not 
lapse. 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 


5iS 
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GOULBOUBN 
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Cape  v.  Cape. 

UayMth. 

fPOHN  CAPE,  by  his  will,  after  giving  pecuniary  and  Tettator  direct^ 
specific  legacies  to  his  wife,  and  to  his  son  Geort^e  Augustus,  apply  a  legacy 

to  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  the  wife  of  his  son  H  ,  and  for  the  support  and  education  of  hb  cliildren 
born  in  wodlork.    There  weie  no  chi.dren  of  H.  at  the  Ustator'i  death  :—//e/kf,  that  tha  wifa 
look  tho  l^faey  aheolataly  to  her  separata  uie. 
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gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  executors  all  the  residue  of 
his  property,  in  trust,  to  be  by  them  applied  as  thereinafter 
mentioned^  that  is  to  say,  to  his  other  sons  William  and 
Henry,  and  his  daughter  Harriet,  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them,  except  that  100/.  should  be  given  to  hit 
daughter  out  of  the  other  shares.     By  a  codicil,  the  tes- 
tator declared  as  follows : — '^  Whereas  I  did,  in  and  by  my 
said  will,  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  son,  Henry  Cape,  a 
certain  portion  of  my  personal  estate  :  now  I  hereby  re- 
voke all  the  said  legacy,  and  do  direct  from  such  share  of 
my  personal  estate  heretofore  bequeathed  to  him,  but  now 
revoked,  that  300/.  be  deducted,  and  divided  into  equal 
portions  between  my  beloved  wife,  my  son  George,  and 
my  daughter  Harriet;   also  the  residue  of  such  legacy, 
after  deducting  the  said  300/.,  I  do  direct  may  be  applied 
to  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  wife  of  my  said 
son  Henry,  and  for  the   support  and  education  of  hii 
children  born  in  wedlock." 

There  were  no  children  of  Henry  Cape  at  the  death  of 
the  testator,  nor  did  it  appear  that  there  were  any  at  the 
date  of  the  will.     Two  children  were  born  after  the  tei 
tator's  death. 

Mr.  Suiion  Sharpe,  for  the  plaintiff.— The  effect  of  thii 
codicil  is  to  give  the  property  absolutely  to  the  wife  of 
Henry  Cape.  It  has  frequently  been  held,  that  an  inde- 
finite gift  of  the  income  carries  the  principal:  Clougkv 
Wynn{a)^  Haig  y.  Sidney  {h).  The  present  bequest  is  of 
a  similar  nature,  and  the  words  '*  for  the  support  and  main* 
tenance,'*  &c.,  which  seem  at  first  view  to  limit  the  wife'i 
interest,  will  make  no  difference  :  Robinson  v.  TicieU{c]t 
Fowler  v.  Hunter  {d).  It  is  clear  that  the  testator  did  not 
mean  to  die  intestate.  Having  given  300/.,  part  of  this  share, 
to  his  other  children,  he  intended  the  rest  of  the  legacy  to 

(a)  2Madd.  188.  (r)  8  Ves.  142. 

{h)  1  S.  &  S.  487.  {d)  3  Y.  &  J.  606. 
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go  to  Mrs.  Henry  Cape  and  her  children.  That  is  the  most 
beneficial  manner  of  construing  this  bequest.  In  a  late 
uise  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  it  was  held,  that  a  bequest 
to  a  man  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  his  family  was  an 
ibsolute  gift  to  the  legatee. 

Mr.  Jeremy^  for  the  defendants. — The  testator,  by  his 
ifiUy  gave  the  absolute  interest  in  this  legacy  to  his  son 
Henry.  He  afterwards  altered  his  intention,  having  no 
longer  any  confidence  in  his  son,  and  gave  the  benefit  of 
that  legacy  to  his  son*s  wife  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  his 
children.  He  intended  the  trustees  to  have  the  control 
of  the  property ;  and  to  superintend  it  for  the  benefit  of 
the  children  as  well  as  the  wife.  The  gift  was  to  all 
Henry  Cape's  children  born  in  wedlock.  He  meant  all 
the  children  of  Henry  Cape  wiiich  he  might  have  during 
the  testator's  lifetime,  or  at  any  time  afterwards.  It  does 
not  appear  that  Henry  had  any  children  at  the  date  of 
the  will.  The  testator  must  therefore  have  meant  all  his 
future  children  :  Deffliss  v.  Goldschmidl  (a),  Sheppard  v. 
Ingram  (b),  Walker  v.  Shore  (c),  Tebbs  v.  Carpenter  (rf). 
This  case  is  precisely  similar  to  those  where  the  fund  is 
Jisposed  of  for  life,  and  the  period  of  distribution  is 
limited  to  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  Here  the  death 
3f  Henry  Cape  is  the  period  of  distribution,  and  up  to 
that  time  there  is  a  possibility  of  his  having  more  issue. 
The  cases  of  Robinson  v.  Tickell  and  Fowler  v.  Hunter 
were,  in  efiect,  cases  of  gift  to  the  parent,  subject  to  a 
provision  for  his  children.  In  Haig  v.  Swiney,  and 
other  cases  of  that  class,  there  is  a  positive  gift  of  the 
capital  to  the  parent. 

Mr.  Sharpe,  in  reply. — If  this  had  been  a  gift  to  the 
wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  husband's  children,  the 

(a)  1  Mer.  417.  (c)  16  Ves.  122. 

ih)  Ambl.  449.  (d)  1  Madd.  290. 
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cliildren  coming  in  esse  during  her  lifetime,  nntiiely,  her 
own  cliiklren,  wcmld  have  been  entitled  ;  but  no  chiidm 
of  the  husband's  coming  in  esse  after  that  period  vodd 
have  been  entitled.  But  here  the  will  gives  no  interest tt 
tlie  cliildren,  either  of  the  husband  or  the  wife;  it  ontj 
ptdnts  out  the  objects  to  which  slie  was  to  apply  the  fund. 
All  that  the  will  directs  her  to  do,  she  would  naturally  do 
without  that  direction. 


Alderson,  B. — My  impression  is,  that  the  testitor 
merely  intended  to  give  this  legacy  to  the  separate  aseof 
the  wife ;  and  if  there  had  been  children  bom  at  the  tine 
of  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  would  have  been  a  questiM 
whether  they  did  not  take  an  interest  under  the  will;  but 
as  there  were  no  children  at  that  time,  I  think  the  vile 
takes  it  absolutely  to  her  separate  use. 


May  Ath,9th. 

Upon  a  bill  im- 
plicating a  mar- 
ried woman  in 
▼arioot  frauds 
alleged  to  have 
been  committed 
by  her  biitliand, 
in  olitaining 
certain  poUdei 
of  in«u  ranee, 
and  praying  to 
have  the  poli- 
det  delivered 
up  to  be  can- 
celled :~A^tf, 
that  her  answer 
and  disclaimer, 
denying  that  she 
had  any  inter- 
est in  the  poli* 
cies,  or  any 
separate  pro- 
perty, was  in* 
auiBcienL 


fW^ 


Whiting  v.  Rush. — Peacock  v.  Rush. 

1  HESE  suits  were  instituted  by  the  Pelican  and  other 
Insurance  Companies,  for  the  purpose  of  ha\  ing  certain 
policies  of  insurance,  which  had  been  efTected  on  the  life 
of  Miss  Helen  Abercroinby,  set  aside  for  fraud;  andthi^ 
the  defendants  Wheatly  and  wife,  and  Wainwright  and 
wife,  who  were  alleged  to  be  implicated  in  the  fraudi 
might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suits ;  and  that 
the  defendant  Rush,  who  had  commenced  actions  on  tk 
policies,  might  be  restrained  by  injunction,  &c. 

The  object  of  the  bills  was  to  shew  that  Miss  Heko 
Abercromby  was  in  very  poor  circumstancesj  and  had  no 
interest  in  these  insurances,  but  that  they  bad  been 
effected  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  Wainwright,  who 
had  married  a  daughter  of  Mrs.  Ahercromby  by  a  former 
husband.     For  this  purpose,  the  bills  stated  that^in  Jolyi 
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18S9f  Mrs.  Abercmmby,  and  her  two  daughters,  Helen         183/. 
and  Madelina,  (the  latter  of  whom  arterv\ar«'s  married  llie       whitino 

defendant  Wheatly).  came  to  live  with  Wainwris^lit  and  »- 

.  .  Rush. 

his  wife  ;  that  in  Auguist,  in  tiie  same  year,  Mrs.  Aber- 

cromby  died  ;  and  that  Wainwrigiit,  as  her  executor,  had 
siTorn  that  her  effects  were  under  tlie  value  of  100/.;  tiiat 
her  daughters,  Helen  and  Madelina,  had  appHed  for  pen- 
aions  as  officers'  daughters,  and  upon  those  occasions 
had  made  affidavits  that  they  were  not  worth  10/.  a  year; 
that  notwithstanding  the  poverty  of  these  parties,  appli- 
cations had  been  made  at  various  offices  by  the  defendant 
Wainwright  for  policies  on  the  hfe  of  Miss  Helen  Aber* 
cromby,  for  a  limited  period,  to  a  very  large  amount ; 
that  in  October,  1830,  after  two  apphcations  had  been 
made  for  that  purpose,  and  after  Miss  Abercromby  had 
been  strictly  examined  on  the  subject,  the  Pelican  Office 
granted  an  insurance  on  her  life  for  two  years,  to  the 
amount  of  5000/. ;  that  about  the  same  time  an  insurance 
upon  her  life  was  effected  for  3000/.  with  the  Imperial 
Insurance  Office,  and  another  insurance  to  a  considerable 
amount  with  the  Eagle  Insurance  Office  ;  that  in  Decem- 
ber, 1830,  Miss  Helen  Abercromby,  having  been  pre- 
Tiously  in  good  health,  died  suddenly  ;  that  shortly  before 
her  death  she  made  two  uilU,  which  bore  date  the  same 
day,  by  one  of  which  she  left  all  her  property  fur  the 
benefit  of  the  defendant  Wainwright  and  his  wife,  and 
appointed  Wainwright  her  executor;  and  by  the  other 
she  left  all  her  property  to  her  sister  Madelina,  and  ap- 
pointed one  Warner  her  executor ;  that  in  consequence 
of  the  two  wills,  the  parties  interested  came  to  an  arrange- 
ment, under  which  Wainwright  proved  one  of  the  wills, 
and  undertook  the  execution  of  it;  tliat  Wainwright 
afterwards  left  this  country,  and  that  the  defendant  Uu^h 
waa  then  appointed,  by  an  order  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  administrator  of  Miss  Helen  Abercromby 's  effects, 
and  in  that  character  had  brought  the  actions. 
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1837.  In  reference  more  particularly  to  the  defendant  Mn. 

Whiting       Wainwright,  the  bills  charged  generally  that  she  was  a 
V-  participator  in  the  fraud  ;  and  amongst  other  special  cir- 

cumstances, that  she  attended  Miss  Abercromby  on  all 
the  occasions  on  which  the  latter  had  appeared  before  the 
directors  of  the  respective  companies.    In  particular  the 
bill  of  the  Pelican  Insurance  Company  stated  and  cbargedy 
that  upon  effecting  the  policy  for  5000/.,  Miss  Abercromby 
attended  at  the  office  with  Mrs.  Wainwrigbt,  and  in  her 
presence  and  hearing  was  questioned  as  to  the  reasons 
and  inducements  which  led  her  to  eflfect  the  insurance, 
and  that  her  reply  was,  that  it  was  done  for  her  sole  ac- 
count, and  her  sole  benefit,  and  that  she  had  not  effected, 
and  had  no  intention  of  effecting,  any  other  insurance  upon 
her  life.     The  bill  then  contained  many  strict  inquiries, 
founded  upon  these  charges,  with  a  view  of  obtaining 
from  Mrs.  Wainwright  an  expUcit  answer  upon  these 
points* 

The  defendant,  Mrs*  Wainwright,  her  husband  being 
still  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  put  in  an  answer  and  dis* 
claimer  to  each  of  the  bills,  by  which  she  denied  that 
there  was  any  scheme  on  her  part  to  commit  fraud,  or 
that  she  ever  had  or  claimed  or  pretended  to  have  or 
claim  any  right  or  title  to  the  policies  in  the  bill  men- 
tioned, or  in  respect  of  any  matter  mentioned  in  the  biil, 
and  she  disclaimed  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to 
the  said  policies,  and  in  and  to  any  other  of  the  matters 
mentioned  in  the  bill.  She  alleged  that  she  had  no  pro- 
perty to  her  separate  use  which  might  be  liable  to  the 
claims  of  the  plaintiff*;  and  she  claimed  the  same  benefit 
by  her  answer  or  disclaimer  as  if  she  had  pleaded  or 
demurred  to  the  bill.  To  the  inquiries  made  by  the  bill 
as  to  her  being  present  at  the  office  when  Miss  Abe^ 
cromby  applied  for  the  insurance,  she  made  no  answer. 

Exceptions  having  been  taken  to  her  answer  for  in- 
sufficiency. 
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Mr*  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  6.  Richards  appeared  for  the  1837* 
exceptions  in  the  first  suit. — It  is  clear  that  if  this  defend- 
ant were  not  married  she  would  be  bound  to  put  in  a  full 
answer.  Her  being  married  can  make  no  difTerencei 
because  she  is  charged  specifically  with  being  a  party  to  a 
fraud.  The  question  is,  whether  a  married  woman,  put- 
ting in  an  answer,  is  not  bound  to  answer  fully,  although 
answering  separately  from  her  husband.  In  Wrottesley  v. 
Bendish  (a).  Lord  Talbot  said,  that  as  a  general  rule,  the 
wife  must  answer  fully,  although  in  the  case  before  him 
he  thought,  under  the  special  circumstances,  that  she  was 
not  bound  to  do  so.  A  party  charged  with  a  fraud  cannot 
disclaim,  and  say  he  had  no  interest.  In  Beauvoir  v. 
Rhodes  (6),  Tibbert  was  charged  as  an  attorney  and  as  a 
party  to  a  fraud,  and  he  put  in  a  disclaimer;  but  it  was 
OTerruledy  and  he  was  made  to  answer.  A  woman  may  be 
made  liable  for  a  fraud,  even  if  married.  [Alderson^ 
B. — Can  you  make  her  pay  the  costs  X\  If  she  survived 
her  husband  she  would  have  to  pay,  and  the  plaintiffs 
would  have  the  benefit  of  her  answer.  She  cannot  take 
advantage  of  the  accidental  circumstance  of  his  absence. 
If  her  husband  were  here  she  would  be  bound  to  answer. 

Mr.  G.  Turner^  for  the  exceptions  in  the  second  suit. — 
A  disclaimer  put  in  by  a  married  woman  is  inoperative 
agMnst  her  husband.  How  can  she  disclaim  away  the 
right  which  he  has  in  the  property  ?  She  does  not  stand 
in  any  different  situation  from  any  other  married  woman* 
It  may  be  said  that  her  answer  could  not  be  read  against 
her  husband,  and  therefore  is  unnecessary.  But  suppose 
she  has  documents  implicating  herself  and  her  husband, — 
is  it  to  be  said  that  she  is  not  to  produce  them  ?  Letters 
between  herself  and  her  husband  may  be  produced. 
Againj  the  plaintiff*  may  prove  that  she  has  separate  pro- 

(a)  a  P.  W.  236.  (6)  Not  reported. 
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perty.  At  all  events,  if  she  becomes  discovert  before  the 
hearing,  she  will  be  amenable  to  the  costs  of  the  suit*  She 
has  undertaken  to  answer  in  part^  and  therefore  should  be 
made  to  answer  fully. 

Mr.  Siuariy  for  the  deFendant,  Mrs.  Wainwright* — If  the 
defendant  can  shew  that  she  has  no  interest,  and  is  under 
no  liability,  there  is  an  end  of  the  case  against  b^r*     She 
has  answered  every  charge  that  goes  to  shew  that  she  hii 
any  liabiiityy  and  she  disclaims  any  interest.      The  argiH 
ment  for  the  plaintiffs  would  go  to  the  extent  of  putting 
an  end  altogether  to  disclaimers.    The  discovery  asked  ef 
this  defendant  is  only  incidental  to  the  relief  sought  fori 
and  if  the  relief  fails,  the  discovery  fails  also.    Now,  then 
can  be  no  relief  as  against  her.     No  personal  decree  cio 
be  had  against  a  married  woman,  except  there  be  separate 
estate,  or  except,  perhaps,  there  be  gross  charges  of  friod 
against  her  personally.    It  is  enough,  therefore,  for  her  to 
shew,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  that  she  is  under  no  liabilitj. 
In  Glasshgion  v.  Thwaites  (nr),  it  was  held,  that  a  simple 
disclaimer  by  one  of  the  defendants  was  an  insufficieflt 
defence,  because  he  did  not  go  on  to  shew  that  he  vii 
under  no  liability  in  respect  of  the  matters  contauied  il 
the  bill.     Here,  the  bill  charges  that  h\\e  has  an  interest 
in  the  policies,  and  ought  to  deliver  them  up;  but  shedf* 
nies  that  she  has  any  interest  in  them.     In  Greaile/f* 
Noble  (6),  a  demurrer  was  put  in  b>  Lndy  Pomfret,  iimI 
the  (]iies:ion  was,  whether  the  suit  could  be  extended  tot 
married  woman  on  the  ground  of  fraud.     The  demurrer 
was  overruled  on  special  grounds,  but  the  doctrine  of  the 
Court  clearly  goes  to  this, — that  a  fraud  creates  only  a  geae* 
ral  demand  against  the  estate,  and  that  a  married  wootf 
c.innot  be  made  personally  liable  in  a  court  of  equity.   If 
there  be  separate  property,  that  property,  as  it  mast  be 


(a)  2  Rust.  458. 


(»)  dMadd.79. 
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"betted  in  trustees,  may  be  made  liable  to  demands  affect-         1837. 
5ng  it ;  but  unless  that  be  so,  a  court  of  equity  has  no       w^^"^ 
Cleans  of  reaching  the  wife's  property,  so  as  to  make  it  v. 

jliable  at  all:  Murray  v.  Barlee  {a).      Francis  v.  Wig* 
.JKeli  (A)  is  a  strong  authority  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 
^There  is  no  pretence  for  keeping  her  before  the  Court, 
^br  tlie  purpose  of  discovery ;  for,  against  whom  can  her 
answer  be  used  ?     Not  against  herself,  for  she  has  no  in- 
terest; nor  against  her  husband,  because  a  court  of  equity 
^2annot  compel  a  wife  to  answer,  in  order  to  ground  any 
'proceedings  against  her  husband  :  Le  Texier  v.  Margra- 
mne  ofAnspaeh  (r).     That  case  went  beyond  any  thing 
alleged  here.     Wainwright  and  his  wife  are  not  plaintiffs 
mt  law ;  they  may  be  examined  as  witnesses  at  law,  and, 
oa  that  ground  alone,  there  is  no  necessity  to  put  this 
defendant  to  make  dUcovery  here. 

Mr.Simpkinson^  in  reply. — Suppose  this  defendant  were 
a  widow,  could  she,  charged  as  she  is  with  being  a  party 
to  these  frauds  and  arrangements,  and  the  bill  praying 
that  these  policies  may  be  delivered  up  as  against  her,  be 
permitted  to  protect  herself  by  such  an  answer  as  this? 
Unquestionably  she  could  not.  Glassingion  v.  Thwaiies 
was  not  a  case  of  mere  disclaimer,  for  it  is  very  seldom 
that  a  mere  disclaimer  can  be  put  in.  It  is  generally  an 
answer  and  disclaimer.  It  was  so  in  that  case.  It  began, 
not  by  disclaiming,  but  by  stating,  that  the  defendant  had 
been  aa  owner  in  ihe  newspaper,  but  had  parted  with  his 
interest.  Is  the  case  of  this  defendant  altered  by  the  cir- 
cumstance of  her  being  a  married  woman  ?  She  s^ays  she 
has  no  separate  property.  But  the  bill  goes  farther  than 
^  nif rely  to  seek  to  affect  her  separate  property.  It  prays 
the  delivery  up  of  an  instrument  in  the  fraud  connected 
with  whieh  she  is  charged  as  a  party.  Can  slie  say  that 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  that  instrument  deUvered 

(a)  4  Sim.  82 ;  3  M.  &  K.  209.  (^)  1  Madd.  258. 

(c)  6Ves.822. 
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up  as  against  her,  and  yet  that  she  is  not  bound  to  answer 
fully  upon  that  subject  ?  It  may  be  admitted  that  her 
discovery  cannot  be  used  against  her  husband,  and  per- 
haps not  against  herself,  but  on  the  ground  that  it  maybe 
used  to  some  purposes,  she  is  bound  to  give  discoyerj. 
What  use  the  discovery  may  be  put  to  is  another  questioo. 
The  case  in  Peere  Williams  is  express  on  that  subject. 
The  point  was  raised  that  tiie  answer  could  be  of  no  avafl, 
but  Lord  Talbot  said,  that  he  would  not  take  upon  him- 
self to  overthrow  what  had  been  the  constant  practice  in 
these  cases,  namely,  that  the  wife  as  well  as  the  husband 
should  answer  fully. 

Mty  9ik.  Aldbrson,  B. — I  have  looked  into  the  authorities,  and 
I  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  my  judgment.  It  is  ad- 
mitted, that  if  the  wife  is  bound  to  answer  fully,  she  has 
not  done  so.  But  it  is  contended,  that  as  her  answer  de- 
nies tiiat  she  has  any  separate  property,  and  contains  a 
disclaimer  of  any  interest  in  the  suit,  it  b  sufficient.  In 
Glassington  v.  Thwaiies^  the  Court  held,  that  a  party  by 
a  disclaimer  cannot  get  rid  of  his  liability  to  answer. 
Now  here,  the  relief  prayed  is,  that,  notwithstanding  the 
interest  of  this  married  woman  and  her  husband,  a  certain 
deed  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person  may  be  delivered  np 
to  be  cancelled,  having  been  obtained  by  means  of  a  frandj 
to  which  she  and  her  husband  were  both  parties.  Now, 
according  to  the  case  cited  from  Peere  Williams^  tbe 
course  of  the  Court,  in  such  cases,  is  to  compel  both  hni- 
band  and  wife  to  answer  fully.  Whether  or  not  ha 
answer  may  ultimately  be  made  evidence  in  the  cause,  ii 
another  question.  The  cases  cited  as  having  been  dete^ 
mined  by  Sir  Thomas Plumer  are  quite  distinguishable  frooi 
the  present.  There,  general  relief  against  the  married 
woman  was  prayed,  and  a  personal  decree  sought  for.  I 
entertain  great  doubts  whether  this  disclaimer  is  valid ;  bot 
even  if  it  were,  it  would  make  no  difference.  The  excep- 
tions must  be  allowed. 
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Thorpe  v.  Jackson. 

^^  May  2Ath, 

XHE  bill  stated  that  Edmund  Hamer,  since  deceased,  Every  joint 
and  ihe  defendants  James  Lomax,  Patrick  Magee,  and  contracted  in 
William  Dakin,  having,  in  or  about  the  month  of  May,  «iation  to  mer- 

'  ®'  •' '  cantile  transact 

1834,  opened  a  joint  banking  account  with  tlie  Northern  tionaomot,  is 

-_  i-oiiti  1  •  '**  equity  to  be 

and  Central  Bank,  that  bank  made  various  advances  to  deemed  joint 
those  parties  jointly  and  on  their  joint  account,  and  also  fhereforrVhere 
made  divers  payments  to  the  joint  order  and  on  the  joint  ^^^^  persona 

*  had  opened  a 

account  of  those  parties ;  and  that  by  reason  of  such  ad-  joint  account 
vances  and  payments,  the  said  Edmund  Hamer,  James  bankers,  who 
Lomax,   Patrick  Magee,  and    William   Dakin,  became  j*"^  *^^'*"~^  '• 

'  o      »  '  them  money  on 

and  were  on  the  13th  day  of  July,  1836,  jointly  indebted  auch  joint  ac- 

1  -i-KTi  1/-I  ir>i'i  t*  count: — Held, 

to  the  said  Northern  and  Central  bank  in  the  sum  of  that  upoM  the 
8808/.  lU.  Id.    That  Edmund  Hamer  being,  at  the  date  ofT7om?con- 
of  his  will,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  seised  or  otiier-  tracjora,ihe 

bankers  had  a 

wise  well  entitled  in  fee  simple  of  or  to  divers  real  estates,  right  in  equity 
and  being  also  possessed  of  personal  estate,  consisting  relief  oui  or  his 
&c.,  duly  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament  "af^jj^in^^lj**"' 
in  writing,  bearing  date   the  8th    of  July,  ISiiC,  which  relief  against 

the  surviving 

was   executed  and  attested  so  as   to   pass  real   estates,  joint  conrrac- 
whereby  he  directed  that  all  his  just  debts,  funeral  and  log  that  the*^' 
testamentary  charges  and  expenses,  should  be  paid  and  ^"«''  *'«''«  ""• 
discharged  out  of  his  estate  and  effects,  and  appointed  the  reason  of  their 
defendantsThomas  Jackson  and  Luke  Trotter  his  executors.  ^"  But^to  a  bin 
That  Edmund  Hamer  died  on  the  13th  day  of  July,  1836,  fi^ed  by  joint 

^  •'  creditors  for  the 

without  having  revoked  or  altered  his  will ;  and  that  the  purpose  of  ob- 
same  was,  on  or  about  the  19th  day  of  July,  1836,  duly  against  the 
proved  by  the   defendants  Thomas  Jackson  and   Luke  ^edVrtner 
Trotter,  who  thereupon  possessed  themselves  of  the  tes-  orjoimcon- 

■^         '^  ^  tractor,  the  sur- 

tator*8  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  thereout  paid  all  viving  partners 
his  separate  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses ;  tors^must^be^ 
and  that  after  such  payments  there  remained  a  consider-  JJqu^^^o  je- 
able  surplus  in  their  hands.     That  the  whole  of  the  said  cree  is  sought 

against  them ; 
such  persons 
being  necessarily  interested  in  taking  the  accounts. 

TOL.  II.  O  O  BQ.  BX. 
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18S7.  joint  debt  which  was  so  due  to  the  said  banking  company, 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  Edmund  Hamer,  still 
remains  due  and  owing)  and  that  since  his  death,  the  said 
William  Dakin  hath  become  and  now  is  wholly  insolTcot 
That  the  said  banking  company,  being  entitled  to  have 
the  said  debt  of  3808/.  lU.  Id.,  and  interest,  paid  and 
made  good  to  them  out  of  the  estate  of  the  said  Edmund 
Hamer,  liave  requested  the  said  Thomas  Jackson  and 
Luke  Trotter,  as  executors  of  the  said  Edmund  Hamer, 
to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  debt  out  of  the  estate  of 
the  said  Edmund  Hamer,  so  received  by  them,  after 
payment  of  the  separate  debts  of  the  said  Edmund  Hamer; 
but  that  those  defendants  refuse  to  comply  with  sudi 
requests,  pretending,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  estate 
of  Edmund  Hamer  is  not  liable  to  make  good  or  satisfy 
the  same;  whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  the  contrary  to  be 
the  truth,  and  that  after  the  payment  of  the  separate 
debts,  and  of  the  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  of 
the  said  Edmund  Hamer,  the  residue  and  surplus  of  such 
estate  is  liable  to  pay  and  make  good  the  full  amount  in 
which  the  said  Edmund  Hamer  was  at  the  time  of  his 
death  indebted  to  the  said  banking  company,  jointly  with 
the  said  defendants,  James  Lomax,  Patrick  Magee,  and 
the  said  William  Dakin. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  what,  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  Edmund  Hamer,  was  due  to  the  Northern  and 
Central  Bank  of  England,  on  the  joint  account ;  and  that 
the  defendants,  the  executors,  might  be  decreed  to  pay 
the  balance  out  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  Ed- 
mund Hamer,  after  payment  of  his  separate  debts,  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  ;  and  that  if  the  said 
defendants  Jackson  and  Trotter  should  not  admit  assets, 
then  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken  of  (he  personal 
estate  and  effects  of  the  said  Edward  Hamer  received  bj 
the  defendants,  and  that  the  same  might  be  applied  Hi  a 
due  course  of  administration. 
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To  this  bill  the  defendants  Jackson  and  Trotter  de-  1837. 

murred  5  first,  for  want  of  equity ;  and  secondly,  because  Thorpi 

l^illiam  Dakin  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  « 


Jackson. 


Mr.  Templet  and  Mr.  Pigoti,  for  the  demurrer. — ^The 
"prayer  of  the  bill  claims  no  payment  against  either  Lomax 
or  MageCi  but  solely  against  the  executors  of  Hamer. 
7he  bill  proceeds  upon  a  mistaken  notion  of  the  extent  to 
^vhich  a  court  of  equity  has  made  the  assets  of  a  deceased 
partner  liable.     It  must  be  admitted  that  the  assets  of  a 
deceased  partner  are  liable  for  a  joint  debt  where  it  is  a 
trading  demand,  and  where  it  is  shewn  that  the  joint  cre- 
ditor cannot   recover   against   the   other  parties.     Now, 
£rat|  there  is  no  allegation  that  this  was  a  trading  trans* 
action.    These  parties  may  have  been  joint  trustees  under 
a  deed^  or  joint  executors,  but  it  does  not  appear  that 
tbey   were  jointly   engaged   in   trade.     Again,   there  is 
nothing  in  this  bill   to  shew   that  the  plaintiff  cannot 
veeoYer  against  the  other  parties.     It  is  alleged,  indeed, 
that  Dakin  is  insolvent,  but  it  is  not  stated  that  he  has 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  that  nothing  is 
recoverable  from  his  estate.     If  that  had  been  alleged, 
there  might  have  been  some  grounds  for  dispensing  with 
the  necessity  of  his  being  made  a  party ;  but  all  that  is 
stated  is^  that  since  the  death  of  Hamer,  Dakin  *'  hath 
become,  and  how  is,  wholly  insolvent."     There  is  not  even 
k  bare  statement  of  insolvency  in  regard  to  the  defendants 
Loroax  and  Magee,  and  yet  no  relief  is  prayed  against 
them.     Admitting  that  they  were  partners  in  trade  with 
the  deceased,  they  are  the  parties  primarily  liable,  and  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  shew  a  legal  incapacity  to  recover  from 
them,  before  he  attempts  to  charge  the  assets  of  their  de- 
ceased copartner.     But  suppose  they  were  mere  trustees, 
— ^and  for  any  thing  that  appears  on  the  bill  they  were 
nothing  more,-^-it  is  clear  that  none  of  them  could  have 
intended  to  make  himself  liable  beyond  the  term  of  his 
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1837-        tru8t|  which  ceased  with  his  death.     A  court  of  equity  ha  < 

not  decided  that  all  debts  which  are  joint  at  law  are  joint 

and  several  in  equity;  not  even  where  all  the  joint  debtors 

have  had  the  benefit  of  the  money.     The  only  cases  in 

which  that  doctrine  holds  are  those  of  trade,  or  where  the 

security  has  been  made  joint  by  mistake ;  and  even  then 

the   security  appears  to  have   been  given  in  mercantile 

transactions  alone.     That  a  court  of  equity,  in  construing 

joint  debts  to  be  in  joint  and  several,  proceeds  entirely  on 

the  lex  mercaioriaf  is  evident  from  the  judgment  of  Sir 

William  Grant  in  SleecKs  case  (a) :     *'  I  apprehend,"  he 

says,  '*  that  by  the  general  mercantile  law,  a  partnership 

contract  is  several  as  well  as  joint.     That  may  probably 

be  the  reason  why  courts  of  equity  have  considered  joint 

contracts  of  this  sort  (that  is,  joint  in  form),  as  standing  on 

a  different  footing  from  others."   Upon  the  principles  here 

laid  down,  the  cases  of  Lane  v.  Williams  (6),  Daniel  t. 

Cross  (c),  Hoare  v.  Contend n  (c/),  and  Gray  v.  ChisweU  {e), 

were  decided.     In  the  cases  of  joint  bonds,  although  the 

Court,  in  construing  them  several,  has  ostensibly  proceeded 

on  the  ground  of  mistake,  yet  it  appears  that  the  bonds 

were  uniformly  given  for  monies  borrowed  in  the  course  of 

mercantile  transactions  :  Primrose  y.  Bromley  {/),  Simpsw 

v.  Vaughan  (§•),  Bishop  v.  Church  (A),  Thomas  v.  Frazeri^t 

Burn  V.  Bum  (k).     The  case   of  CoweU  v.  Sykes  (/)  is 

not  at  variance   with   this  view  of  the  subject,  because 

there  the  joint  creditor  had  become  a  separate  creditor  of 

the  deceased   partner  before  he  made  his  application  to 

come  in  and  prove  his  debt. 

But  supposing  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  this 
contract  is  in  equity   several  as  well  as  joint,  it  is  sab- 

(a)  1  Mer.  664.  (g)  2  Atk.  31. 

h)  2  Vem.  292.  (A)  2  Vea.  see.  100. 

f)  3  Vcs.  277.  (i)  3  Ves.  399. 

(i)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  27.  (fc)  3  Vcs.  673. 

(«)  9  Vcs.  118.  (Q  1  Rubs.  191. 
(/)  1  Atk.  90. 
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nittecl  that  the  plaintiff,  before  he  can  be  entitled  to  the         1837. 
relief  here  prayed  for,  should  shew  that  the  other  parties 
are  insolvent.     It  must  be  admitted,  that  the  case  of  Wil^  v. 

iinson  ▼.  Henderson  (a)  is  at  variance  with  this  position, 
but  that  case  is  in  direct  opposition  to  every  authority  on 
the  subject.  Lord  Eldon  has  distinctly  laid  it  down,  that 
the  insolvency  of  the  other  partners  is  a  necessary  pre- 
liminary to  obtaining  any  relief  against  the  assets  of  the 
deceased  partner.  The  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Henderson^ 
however,  is  at  variance  with  this  opinion  of  Lord  Eldon, 
and  inconsistent  with  all  the  principles  on  which  these 
cases  have  hitherto  proceeded.  The  consequence  of  that 
decision  is  to  throw  on  the  representatives  of  the  de* 
ceased  partner  the  necessity  of  filing  a  bill  against  the 
continuing  partners  for  contribution. 

Supposing  that  the  demurrer  for  wantof  equity  should 
be  overruled,  the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties  is  good*. 
Harrison  v.  Hole{b),  Cockburn  v.  Thompson  (c),  Haywood 
▼.  Oveff{d),  Bland  y*  Winter  (e).  If  the  account  is  taken 
merely  between  the  creditor  and  some  of  the  joint  con- 
tractors, and  they  have  to  file  a  bill  for  contribution,  the 
defendant  in  that  suit  would  not  be  bound  by  a  decree  in 
this  suit,  to  which  he  is  not  a  party.  Besides,  although  he 
may  be  insolvent,  it  does  not  follow  that  he  has  no  avail* 
able  estate. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  bill.  Four  per- 
sons opened  an  account  with  the  Northern  and  Central 
Bank  of  England*  Credit  was  given  and  money  advanced 
to  the  four  by  the  bank,  and  the  money  was  received  and 
appropriated  by  the  four*  One  of  the  four  afterwards 
died,  having  made  his  will,  by  which  he  charged  his  real 
estate  with  the  payment  of  his  debts.  He  appointed  the 
defendants  his  executors.   They  have  possessed  his  assets, 

(a)  1  M.  &  K.  682.  (d)  6  Madd.  1 13. 

(6)  Rep.  Temp.  Fincb,  15.  (e)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  246. 

(e)  16Ves.a26. 
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1837-        have  paid  all  his  acparate  debts,  and  have  a  large  fund  in 
J,  their  hands  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  de- 

V.  mand.     The  plaintiff  says  that  his  demand  ought  to  be 

made  good  out  of  the  assets  in  the  defendants*  potseMioDj 
but  tlie  defendants  resist  this  claim,  on  two  grounds :  first, 
that  the  assets  of  their  testator  are  not  liable  in  equity  to 
the  satisfaction  of  this  demand ;  and  secondly,  that  all  the 
psrties  who  ought  to  be  present  at  the  taking  the.«e  ac- 
counts are  not  before  the  Court. 

Upon  the  first  point,  it  is  admitted,  that  if  thia  had  been 
a  partnership  dealing,  the  bill  would  have  been  right,  and 
plaintiff  entitled  to  enforce  his  demand  against  the  estate 
of  the  deceased  partner.  It  is  contended,  however,  that 
as  it  does  not  appear  that  this  was  a  partnership  dealing, 
the  usual  rule  of  equity  will  not  apply.  But  there  ia  no 
authority  for  that  proposition.  If  four  persons  have  the 
benefit  of  a  sum  of  money,  it  is  immaterial  in  what  cha- 
racter they  receive  it.  If  they  receive  it  jointly  and  seve- 
rally, they  are  bound  jointly  and  severally  to  repay  it.  U 
they  all  have  the  advantage  of  the  money,  they,  in  equity 
at  least,  receive  it  jointly  and  severally,  and  the  creditoi 
is  not  bound  to  proceed  against  them  all.  In  Simpson  v« 
Vaughan  (a),  where  the  bill  was  filed  against  the  executor 
of  a  deceased  partner,  to  have  a  joint  bond  which  had 
been  given  by  the  partners  declare  d  several,  and  made 
payable  out  of  the  deceased's  partner's  assets.  Lord 
Hardwicke  said  :  "  The  principal  ingredient  for  the  plain- 
tiff is,  that  it  is  not  a  debt  in  the  way  of  trade,  but  an  ae* 
tual  loan  of  a  sum  of  money ;  and  the  debt  consequent^ 
arises  from  the  contract  itself;  and  if  there  is  any  defect 
in  the  contract,  the  Court  will  resort  to  what  was  theprin^ 
cipal  intention  of  the  parties, — that  they  should  be  sev»* 
rally  and  jointly  bound.*'  So  that  his  Lordship  here  in- 
ferred, from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  that  the  debtors 
should  be  jointly  and   severally  bound.     The   cases  of 

(a)  2  Atk.  32. 
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Bishop  V,  Church  (a),  Primrose  v.  Bromley  (6),  and  Orr  1837. 
V.  Chase  (c),  proceeded  on  the  same  principles.  But  then 
it  is  said,  that|  admitting  relief  is  obtainable  in  equity 
against  the  assets  of  the  deceased  partner,  the  surviving 
partners  must  first  be  shewn  to  be  insolvent.  SleecKs 
ease^  however,  is  a  direct  authority  against  that  proposi- 
tion,  and  SirlVilliam  Grant's  decision  in  that  case  was»  sub- 
sequently aflSrmed  by  Lord  Brougham,  in  his  rehearing 
of  Devaynes  v.  Noble  {(f).  The  subsequent  case  of  Wil- 
kinson  v.  Henderson  is  fully  in  accordance  with  the  opi- 
nions of  Sir  William  Grant  and  Lord  Brougham.  It  was 
decided  by  Sir  John  Leach,  on  the  same  principle,  that 
as  a  joint  creditor  cannot  have  any  relief  in  equity  against 
the  surviving  partners,  he  must  file  his  bill  against  the 
representatives  of  the  deceased  partner,  and  leave  them  to 
proceed  against  the  surviving  partners.  It  is  clear  that 
Lord  Eldon  must  have  adopted  that  principle  in  Cowell  v. 
Sykes^  and  at  all  events  the  authority  of  Sir  John  LeacKs 
decision  is  admitted  in  Braiihwaite  v.  Britain  {e).  In 
Hoare  v.  Contencin  the  bill  brought  by  the  joint  creditors 
was  bad  in  its  inception,  and  therefore  could  not  be  rendered 
good  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  partners  defendants  after 
the  filing  of  the  bill.  In  Gray  v.  CAiswell,  the  only  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  joint  creditors  should  be  relieved 
out  of  the  deceased  partner's  estate,  pari  passu  with  the 
separate  creditors,  and  it  was  held  that  they  should  not. 
In  the  present  case  that  is  not  attempted. 

Then,  as  to  the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties.  The 
omission  of  Dakin  as  a  party  is  not  objectionable.  It  is 
true  that  the  plaintiff  has  made  the  other  surviving  debt- 
ors parties,  but  lie  was  not  bound  to  do  so.  It  may  be 
convenient,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so.  [AUerson, 
B.— It  is   convenient  for   the  sake  of  ascertaining  the 


(s)  2  Ves.  sen.  100.  (d)  2  Ross.  &  M.  495. 

W  1  Atk.  89.  («)  I  Keen,  206. 

(e)  I  Msr.  729. 


559 


560  EQUITY  CASE8  IN  THB  . 

1^37'        amount  of  the  debt.]     In  Wilkinson  v.  Henderson^  Sir 
-.  Jo/in  Leach  said  that  he  could  make  no  decree  against 

«•  Hartley,  the  surviving  partner,  the  remedy  against  him 

being  altogether  at  law,  though  he  might  be  properly 
joined  for  the  purpose  of  contesting  the  demand.  B^ 
sides,  Dakin  being  insolvent,  no  relief  could  be  bad 
against  him.  The  only  use  he  could  be  put  to  would  be 
to  resist  the  demand ;  and  he  could  do  that  as  well  in  tbe 
character  of  a  witness.  He  is  utterly  insolvent.  [Alder' 
Mortf  B. — I  do  not  know  that  a  person  who  is  utterly  in- 
solvent has  no  interest  in  the  suit.  He  may  be  uniable  to 
pay,  but  only  temporarily  so] 

Mr.  Temple,  in  reply. — Tbe  judgments  of  Sir  WilUam 
Grant  in  SleecKs  case,  and  Lord  Brougham  in  Devaynes 
V.  Noble,  proceeded  on  the  distinction,  before  adverted  to, 
between  mercantile  and  other  contracts  in  regard  to  tbe 
species  of  relief  sought  by  this  bill.  In  Ex  parte  Ken- 
dall  (a),  such  relief  was  put  by  Lord  Eldon  entirely  on 
the  ground  of  the  equities  between  the  partners,  tbe 
joint  creditor  proceeding  in  the  first  instance  against  tbat 
J  fund  upon  the  faith  of  which  he  allowed  the  debt  to  be 

incurred,  and  then,  upon  the  failure  of  that,  resorting  to 
the  deceased  partner's  estate  as  a  secondary  fund. 

Alderson,  B. — The  point  which  I  shall  reserve  for  ny 
consideration  is,  whether  the  principle  on  which  SkecKs 
case  was  decided  is  confined  to  mercantile  transactions. 
If  it  be  so,  the  defendants  will  be  entitled  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  on  the  first  ground  of  demurrer.  But  if  tbe 
principle  contended  for  on  the  other  side  is  right — namelyi 
that  every  joint  loan  is  in  equity  to  be  considered  joint  and 
several,  the  defendants  will  be  primarily  liable,  though  the 
plaintiff  does  not  proceed  against  the  parties  who  are 
solvent.     In  that  case  all  the  debtors  being  principalsj  the 

(a)  1 7  Vei.  514. 
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right  of  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  immediately  against  the         1837* 
assets  of  one  of  them  who  is  deceased,  in  preference  to 
proceeding  against  the  survivors^  will  be  establishedj  and 
the  demurrer  upon  that  point  must  be  overruled. 

Aldbrson,  B. — This  was  a  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's      June  2Ut, 
bill  on  two  grounds — first,  for  want  of  equity;  secondly, 
for  want  of  parties. 

The  first  is  tiie  only  material  question.  The  bill  is  filed 
by  the  public  officer  of  the  Northern  and  Central  Bank 
of  England  against  four  defendants,  viz.  Thomas  Jackson 
and  Luke  Trotter,  the  executors  of  Edmund  Hamer,  de« 
ceased,  and  James  Lomax  and  Patrick  Magee,  two  of  the 
surviving  partners  of  the  said  Edmund  Hamer.  The 
facts  stated  in  the  bill  are,  that  Hamer,  Lomax,  and 
Magee,  together  with  one  William  Dakin,  who  is  stated 
since  to  have  become  wholly  insolvent,  opened  a  banking 
account  jointly  with  the  bank,  paid  in  monies  from  time  to 
time,  and  received  advances ;  and  that  at  the  time  of 
Hamer's  death  they  were  indebted  to  the  Northern  and 
Central  Bank  in  a  considerable  sum  on  their  joint  banking 
account.  That  Hamer  died,  leaving  Jackson  and  Trotter 
bis  executors,  who  were  possessed  of  assets  sufficient  for 
the  payment  of  this  debt  after  discharging  all  their  testa- 
tor's separate  debts.  The  bill  prays  an  account  against  the 
defendants,  and  that  the  executors  of  Hamer  may  pay  the 
same,  when  ascertained,  out  of  the  assets  in  their  hands* 
To  this  bill  there  is  a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  on 
the  ground  that  this  debt  survived  at  law,  and  that  there 
18  no  claim  in  equity  against  the  representatives  of  the 
deceased  party. 

After  looking  through  all  the  cases  referred  to  in  the 
argument,  I  have  come  to  a  different  conclusion,  and  think 
that,  as  to  this  point,  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 
I  take  the  rule  to  be  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
Ex  parte  Kendall  (a),  namely,   ''  That  where  a  man 

(«)  17Ve8.626. 
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bat  chosen  to  ttke  the  joint  contract  of  several^  though 
at  law  his  security  is  wearing  out  as  each  of  his  debtors 
dies,  yet  it  is  fit  that  the  creditor  whose  debt  remains  at 
law  only  against  the  survivors,  should  resort  to  the  assets 
of  a  deceased  debtor ;  and  a  court  of  equity  will,  under^ 
certain  modifications,  constitute  that  demand.''    Now,  iim^ 
this  proposition,  I  find  no  trace  of  the  distinction  aet  up^ 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  such  debt  must  be 
mercantile  debt  incurred  by  joint  traders.     Nor  can  I  per 
ceive  why  that  should  be  so.     It  is  true  that  the  questi 
has  most  frequently  arisen  in  such  cases.     But  this  wou 
naturally  occur  ;  for  courts  of  equity,  as  stated  in  Cfrap 
Chiswell,  by  Lord  Eldon,  have,  in  establishing  the  rule 
acted  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  in  all  merca 
tile  transactions  such  intention  is  more  obvious,  for 
contracts  by   the  mercantile  law  are  joint  and  aeveral 
But  in  Cowell  v.  Siies,  the  two  joint  debtors  were 
partners  in  any  trade,  and  yet  the  decision  there  was,  th 
the  creditor  might  recover  against  the  deceased  partner' 
effects.     It  is  said  that  in  Sleach^s  case.  Sir  W.  Grani 
decided  upon  the  distinction  now  contended  for.     I  don 
apprehend  this  to  have  been  the  case.     He  says,  indeed 
that  by  the  mercantile  law  a  partnership  contract  w 
several  as  well  as  joint ;  and  then  he  adds,  that  this  ma 
probably  be  the  reason  why  courts  of  equity  have  co 
sidered  joint  contracts  of  this  sort  (thatli9>contracts  join 
in  form)  as  standing  on  a  different  fonlJUg  from  others, 
conceive,  therefore,  that  partnership  tfading  debts  a 
only  one,  and  that  the  most  frequenti  case  of  the  general 
rule ;  which  is,  that  wherever  a  court  of  equity  sees  tha 
in  a  contract  joint  in  form,  the  real  intention  of  the  parties 
is,  that  it  shall  be  joint  and  several,  it  will  give  effect  t9 
such  intention.     Now,  I  tiiink  that  a  contract  for  a  loan  o€ 
money,  giving  to  the  creditor  the  benefit  of  the  secarity 
of  several  persons,  is  of  that  description.     Hmre  it  is  a 
loau  of  money  by  bankers  to  certain  parsons,  time  joint 
customers.     Is  it  not   obviously   the  intentton  of  both 
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purtiety  that  Che  property  of  all  shall  be  responsible  for  1837* 
the  money  thus  obtained  ?  In  the  case  of  Simpson  v. 
VaHghan{a)f  Lord  Hardwicke^  upon  this  obvious  intention, 
corrected  the  mistake  in  the  joint  bond.  Then  the  ques- 
tion arises,  whether  this  equity  exists  until  after  all  the 
•nnriTing  contractors  have  been  found  incapable  of  paying 
the  amount.  I  think  that  question  concluded  by  the  case 
of  Wilkinson  v.  Henderson  (b),  to  the  reasons  of  which  I 
fully  accede. 

The  other  question  raised  upon  the  present  demurrer 
is,  whether  Dakin  ought  not  to  have  been  joined  as  a 
party  to  this  suit.  I  think  he  ought.  In  the  first  place  it 
18  not  sufficiently  stated  whether  his  insolvency  is  of  a 
permanent  description  ;  and  secondly,  he  is  at  all  events 
interested  in  taking  the  account  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
joint  debt,  although  it  is  true  no  decree  can  be  made 
againat  him»  nor  against  the  two  solvent  partnerst 

Demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  overruled ; 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  allowed. 

(a)  2  Atk.  31.  (6)  1  M.  &  K.  583. 


Miller  v.  Arrowsmith*  AtavZt$t. 

JMLR.  FABER^  for  the  defendant,  moved  that  the  bill  Notice  of  a  mo- 
might  be  dismissed  with  costs  for  want  of  prosecution,  the  bill  for  want 
the  plaintiff  not  having  proceeded  in  the  cause,  pursuant  m^^t^jJ^IIj^ed 
to  his  undertaking  to  speed.     The  plaintiff's  clerk  in  on  the  party's 

,  ,  ,  clerk  in  court, 

court  being  dead,  an  affidavit  was  produced  of  service  of  and  not  on  bi« 
notice  of  this  motion  on  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  of  the  theci^rkinT 
8oHcitor*8  bavins  accepted  such  service.  ~*"^  ***,**??' 

^  ^  a  nevr  clerk  in 

court  most  be 
•n        r\  rr>i       ^  •  1  nominaied  for 

Fer  Curiam. —  Fhe  Court  cannot  recognise  such  ser-  the  purpose  of 


Tice.    The  proper  mode  of  proceeding  is  to  serve  a  sub-  ^^^  '"*** 
fcena  on  the  pUintifT  to  nominate  a  new  clerk  in  court, 
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1837. 


Mtller 
Arkowsmitb. 


and  upon  such  clerk  being  nominated^  to  serve  him  with 
the  notice  of  this  motion. 

On  a  subsequent  day^  the  motion  was  renewed,  on  affi- 
davit of  service  on  the  plaintiff  personally  of  notice  of  the 
motion,  and  also  of  the  subpcena  to  name  a  new  clerk  in 
court.  Whereupon,  and  it  appearing  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  appointed  a  new  clerk  in  courts 


The  Court  made  the  order  as  prayed. 


June  ^2nd. 

Where  a  sale 
bad  been  di- 
rected under  a 
decree,  but 
there  wa«  no  re- 
ference to  the 
Matter  at  to  the 
title,  and  no 
available  fund 
In  Court : — 
Held,  that  the 
purchaser  wat 
entitled  to  be 
reimbursed  by 
the  plaintiff  the 
costs  of  investi- 
gating the  title 
and  confirming 
the  purchase. 


Berry  v.  Johnson* 

X  HE  bill  was  filed  in  this  case  by  a  legatee,  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  his  legacy,  which  was  charged  upon  the  real  es*- 
tate  of  the  testator.  There  being  an  insufficiency  of  per- 
sonal assets,  the  Court  ordered  the  real  estate  to  be  sold. 
The  property  was  accordingly  put  up  to  auction,  and  one 
William  Scott  became  the  purchaser  of  part.  The  re- 
maining part  was  purchased  by  a  party  who  paid  his  pur- 
chase-money into  Court,  but  had  received  no  conveyance, 
and  this  purchase-money  was  the  only  fund  in  Court.  It 
being  afterwards  ascertained  by  the  legal  advisers  of  Scott 
that  a  good  title  could  not  be  made  to  the  premises  pur- 
chased by  him, 

Mr.  Koe  now  moved  that  all  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses  incurred  by  the  purchaser  in  the  investigation  of 
the  title,  together  with  the  costs  of  this  application,  might 
be  reimbursed  him  by  the  plaintiff.  He  cited  Reynoldi 
V.  Blake  (a)  and  Smith  v.  Nelson  (6). 

Mn  Simpkinson,  conlrd, — It  would  be  a  strong  thing 
for  the  Court  to  say,  that  when  a  legatee  comes  here  to 


{a)  2S.  &S.  117. 


(6)  2  S.  &  S.  667. 
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obtain  payment  of  his  legacy,  and  the  Court  directs  a  sale, 
which  is  its  own  act,  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  compelled  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  purchaser.  Here,  there  is  a  fund  in 
Court  applicable  to  the  general  purposes  of  the  suit ;  and 
if  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  have  his  costs  at  all,  he 
ought  to  have  them  out  of  that  fund.  These  costs  were 
incurred  out  of  Court,  and  are  not  legitimate  costs  in  the 
cause.  The  greatest  part  of  them  were  entirely  volun- 
tary, and  as  to  those,  at  least,  the  Court  can  have  no  juris- 
diction. In  Reynolds  v.  Blake,  there  was  a  reference  in 
the  cause,  and  the  order  was  for  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  reference  and  of  the  application,  but  not  for  payment 
of  all  the  costs  in  investigating  the  title.     On  a  bill  filed  *^ 

for  the  delivering  up  of  the  conveyance  to  be  cancelled, 
there  being  no  good  title,  the  Court  will  not  give  the 
party  aggrieved  all  the  previous  costs  of  investigating  the 
title.  The  only  case  in  which  the  Court  will  give  costs  in 
those  large  terms  is,  where  one  party  having  purchased, 
another  party  applies  to  have  the  biddings  opened ;  in 
which  case  the  Court  will  not  grant  the  application  ex- 
cept upon  the  terms  of  doing  full  and  complete  justice  to 
the  purchaser. 

Mr.  Koe,  in  reply. — The  estate  was  put  up  for  sale  by 
order;  the  plaintiff  has  the  conduct  of  the  sale,  and  the 
purchaser  is  compelled  to  confirm  the  purchase.  The 
only  fund  in  Court  consists  of  the  purchase-money  paid  in 
by  another  party,  who  has  not  had  a  conveyance.  If  that 
fund  is  not  available  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  the 
plaintiff  is  personally  liable.  In  Smith  v.  Nelson  there  was 
no  fund  in  Court. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  the 
costs  properly  incurred  in  investigating  the  title  and  in 
confirming  the  purchase.  Those  costs,  and  the  costs  of  this 
application,  must  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff^  and  he  may  re- 
cover them  in  the  suit. 
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1838. 

,     .   .  Harwell  v.  Rudge. 

Jan.  30rA. 

PorebMer,  ub-  JMLR.  DALZELL  tnoved  for  liberty  to  the  porcbater  to 

ttancef^aUowed  pay  his  purchase- money  into  Court,  and  to  be  let  into  Ihi 

^M  money''  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  without  pre- 

into  Coart,  and  jujiee  to  any  objection  which  he  might  be  advised  to  make 

to  be  let  into  the  ^  -^        '  .  •       . 

ponecsion  and    to  the  title  upon  subsequent  investigation. 

receipt  of  the 
rents  and  pro- 
fits without  pre-      The  Court   observed,   that  this   sort  of  motion  wtt 

judice  to  any  ' 

subsequent  ob-    becoming  very  frequent,  and  inquired  whether  it  wis  cod* 

jection  which  he 

might  be  ad-       sented  to. 

Tised  to  make  to 

the  title. 

The  reply  was  that  notice  of  this  motion  had  been 
served  on  the  other  parties,  and  that  they  had  not  ap- 
peared.    Whereupon, 

The  order  waa  made  as  prayed. 


1?37-  Dixon  v.  Samson. 

July  Ath.  ^ 

Tesutrtabe.  JoSEPH  SNOWBALL,  by  his  will  dated  the  26th 

legacy  to  A.,  February,  1821,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  defendant 

d^!^  Should  *^®  *"™  ^^  1^'-  5  *"^'  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debti, 

^ft,*V°  ""f**!  ^""®'^*'  ^^^  testamentary  expenses  and  legacies,  the  testa- 

claims  which  A.  tor  gave  and  bequeathed  all  and  singular  his  estate  and 

m^hthave  effects  to  his  Wife  Mary  Snowball,  whom  he  appointed 

upon  the  estate  fais  execUtrix. 
after  her  de- 
cease. At  the         Upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  Mary  Snowball  prov^ 

the  will,  A.  had  the  will,  and  paid  to  the  defendant  53/.  on  account  of  hit 

theteiita^rhrfor  l^gAcy.     Afterwards,  in  September  1828}  she  placed  in 

■  ^**"?7  J"***'  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  who  then  lived  in  London, 

the  will  of  I.  S.:  ' 

^Heid,  that  the  sum  of  ^00/.  for  the  purpose  of  being  invested  in  the 

parol  evidence  rii»i  iiri  »  .it 

was  not  admis-  luuds  for  her  use ;  the  defendant,  however,  retained  ttiat 

sible  to  shew 

that  this  was  the  only  daim  which  A.  ever  had  upon  the  tesutrix,  and  consequently  tint  A.  iUM 

not  compellable  to  elect  between  tbe  benefit  of  the  will  of  the  tesutrlx  and  that  of  J.  8. 
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money  in  his  own  hands.     On  the  10th  January,  1832> 
which  was  very  shortly  before  her  death,  Mary  Snowball        d,xon 
made  her  will,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  defendant  «• 

then  stood  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  200L  received  by 
him  of  her  for  the  purpose  of  being  invested  in  her  name 
in  government  securities,  and  which  had  not  been  by  him 
so  applied,  gave  and  bequeathed  the  said  sum  of  200L  to 
the  defendant  and  his  brother,  Thomas  Burn  Samson,  in 
equal  shares,  and  declared  that  such  bequest  should  be, 
and  should  be  taken  and  accepted  as  and  in  full  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  all  and  every  claim  and  demand  of 
what  nature  or  kind  soever,  which  the  defendant  and  the 
said  Thomas  Burn  Samson  or  either  of  them  then  had 
upon  her,  or  which  they  or  either  of  them  might  have 
upon  her  estate  and  effects  after  her  decease.  And  the 
testatrix  appointed  the  plaintiffs  executrix  and  executor 
of  her  will. 

In  August,  1835,  the  defendant  filed  his  bill  in  this 
Court  against  the  plaintiff,  praying  for  an  account  and 
payment  of  his  legacy  out  of  the  assets  of  Joseph  Snow- 
ball possessed  by  the  plaintiffs.  To  this  bill  the  plaintiffs 
pleaded,  that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Mary  Snowball, 
the  defendant  was  indebted  to  her  in  the  sum  of  2001.  for 
monies  lent  and  advanced,  and  that  the  same  was  greatly 
more  than  the  amount  of  what  was  due  from  Mary  Snow- 
ball, as  the  representative  of  her  husband,  in  respect  of 
the  legacy  of  100/. :  and  that  the  defendant  being  so  in- 
debted as  aforesaid,  the  said  Mary  Snowball  duly  made 
and  published  her  last  will,  &c.  The  plea  then  set  forth 
verbatim  so  much  of  the  will  of  Mary  Snowball  as  is  above 
stated. 

The  plea  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  Lord  Chief 
Saron,  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1836,  when  his 
liordship  overruled  it,  upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
necessarily  appear  that  the  claim  and  demand  which  the 
defendant  was,  in  the  will  of  Mary  Snowball,  stated  then  to 

VOL.  II.  P  P  EQ.  EX. 
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1837-  have  upon  her,  or  which  he  might  have  upon  her  estate 
Dixon  *"^  effects  after  her  decease,  was  the  claim  or  demand 
«•  which  he  had  or  might  have  in  respect  of  the  legacy  be- 

queathed to  him  by  Joseph  Snowball.  The  consequence 
of  this  decision  was,  that  the  plaintiffs  put  in  their  answer, 
and  no  evidence  being  entered  into  by  them  relative  to 
their  claim  for  the  200/.,  the  defendant  obtained  a  decree. 

The  plaintiffs  now  brought  their  bill  against  the  de- 
fendant, calling  upon  him  to  elect  between  the  benefits 
intended  for  him  by  the  will  of  Mary  Snowball,  and  those 
intended  for  him  by  the  will  of  Joseph  Snowball;  and  in 
case  of  his  electing  to  take  under  the  will  of  Joseph  Snow- 
ball, that  he  might  be  decreed  to  replace  the  200L  The 
bill  contained  an  allegation  that  the  defendant  had  not 
any  claim  or  demand  of  any  nature  or  kind  soever  upon 
the  said  Mary  Snowball,  at  the  date  of  her  said  will, 
other  than  and  except  the  claim  or  demand  which  he  had 
against  the  said  Mary  Snowball,  as  the  executrix  of  the 
said  testator,  Joseph  Snowball,  in  respect  of  the  said 
legacy  of  100/.  bequeathed  to  him  by  the  said  testator; 
and  that  he  hath  not  now  any  claim  or  demand  upon  her 
estate,  save  and  except  in  respect  of  the  said  legacy. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  demurred,  first,  for  want  of 
equity,  and  secondly,  because  Thomas  Burn  Samson  was 
not  made  a  defendant  in  the  suit.  The  latter  ground  of 
demurrer  was  not  discussed. 

Mr.  O.  Anderdon  for  the  demurrer. — The  defendant 
being  a  legatee  under  the  will  of  Joseph  Snowball,  has,  in 
a  suit  instituted  by  himself,  obtained  a  decree  for  payment 
of  that  legacy  out  of  Joseph  Snowball's  assets.  The 
decree  was  had  against  the  plaintiffs,  not  as  the  representa* 
tives  of  Mary  Snowball,  but  as  those  of  Joseph.  Yet,  the 
equity  which  the  plaintiffs  rest  upon  is,  that  Mary  Snow- 
ball, in  her  lifetime,  delivered  200/.  to  the  defendant  to  be 
invested  in  stock  in  her  name,  and  that  the  defendant, 
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having  failed  to  perform  that  duty,  ought  now  to  be  com-  1837. 
pelled  to  do  so.  At  all  events,  that  is  one  of  the  alter- 
natives in  the  bill.  But  the  cases  have  distinctly  settled 
that  no  bill  will  lie  for  the  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  relative  to  stock,  the  remedy  being  entirely  at 
law. 

The  point  as  to  the  construction  of  the  will  has  been 
disposed  of  by  the  plea.     Tlie  defendant  ought  not  to  be 
put  to  his  election  except  in  a  very  clear  case.     A  con- 
struction has  already  been  put  upon  the  will  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  no  parol  evidence  can 
be  admitted  to  contravene  the  conclusion  flowing  from  the 
construction  of  the  will  itself:  Collins  v,Dot/le  (a),  Dum^ 
mer  v.  Piicher  (6).     lAlderson,  B. — There  the   question 
was,  whether  there  was  any  election  at  all.     In  this  case 
the  doubt  is  to  what  the  election  is  to  be  applied.3    The 
question  is,  whether  the  averment  in  this  bill  can  be  ad- 
mitted to  overrule  the  plain  words  of  the  will,  and  by  that 
means  to  raise  a  case  of  election.     We  must  take  the  will 
as  we  find  it.     There  might  have  been  a  notion  in  the 
mind  of  the  testatrix  that   the   defendant  had  a  claim 
against  her  estate  for  the  portion  of  the  legacy  remaining 
unpaid,  but  the  Court  cannot  indulge  in  conjectures  on 
that  head.     In  terms  the  testatrix  bequeaths  this  legacy 
only  in  satisfaction  of  claims  upon  her  estate,  but  it  is  clear 
that  the  defendant's  claim  was  against  the  estate  of  the 
original  testator. 

Mr.  Elderton,  for  the  bill. — This  is,  in  fact,  a  cross  bill, 
and,  generally  speaking,  a  demurrer  to  a  cross  bill  will  not 
lie:  Mitf.  PL  203.  The  gift  by  Mary  Snowball  to  the 
defendant  is  in  satisfaction  of  all  demands  on  her  or  her 
estate,  which  is  a  sufficient  ambiguity  to  let  in  parol  evi- 
dence.    In  Dummer  v.  Piicher,  it  was  attempted  to  make 

(«)  1  Russ.  135.  (6)  2  M.  &  K.  262. 

ppg 
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1837.         the  will  speak  before  the  death  of  the  testator ;  no  socb 
question  arises  in  this  case.   [Aklerson,  B* — The  real  rea- 
son of  that  and  other  decisions  is,  that  a  willof  personaky, 
in  reference  to  the  legatees,  speaks  when  it  is  made,  bot 
points  to  property  which  is  to  exist  in  fuiuro.    Here  the 
testatrix  is  speaking  of  debts  and  claims  which  are  or  maj 
be  due  at  the  time  of  her  decease.     You  confine  tbtt  to 
this  one  claim ;  but  how  do  you  know  that  she  had  not 
other  claims  in  her  mind  ?     Is  parol  evidence  admiiaible 
to  explain  a  bequest  of  personalty,  or  a  bequest  which  is 
not  limited  to  the  time  when  the  testator  speaks,  but  ex« 
tends  from  that  time  to  the  time  of  his  death?]    The  will 
can  only  apply  to  one  state  of  circumstances,  where  ooe 
state  only  exists.     The  bill  avers  that  there  was  no  other 
demand  upon  her  than  this.     [Alderson,  B. — ^Tbe  que*-* 
tion  is,  whether  that  averment  is  material.     If  the  will  ia^ 
eludes  the  present  demand,  you  do  not  want  it.    If  joix 
are  obliged  to  resort  to  it  in  explanation  of  the  will,  th^ 
question  is,  whether  parol  evidence  is  receivable  to  prov^ 
it.] 

Mr.Anderdon  in  reply. 

Alderson,B. — When  the  plea  in  the  cause  of  "Samp- 
son V.  Dixon"  was  heard  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  hii 
Lordship  was  of  opinion,  independently  of  any  thing 
arising  out  of  extrinsic  evidence,  that  this  will  did  not  ex- 
tend to  the  claim  which  the  present  defendant  then  made 
upon  the  assets  of  Joseph  Snowball.  Then  the  questioQ 
is,  whether  I  can  take  notice  of  any  evidence  shewing  that 
this  was  the  only  claim  which  the  present  defendant  had 
upon  Mary  Snowball,  the  representative  of  Joseph  Snow- 
ball, at  the  time  of  her  decease.  I  think  I  ought  notio 
to  do.  Where  a  testator  speaks  of  a  state  of  facts  which 
may  exist  at  any  time  between  the  making  his  will  and  of 
his  death,  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  shew  that  there 
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mras  any  particular  time  to  which  his  will  was  intended  to         1837* 
be  applicable.     The  case  of  Dummer  v.  Pitcher^  and  the 
authorities   on   which   that   case  rests«  and   which  were 
decided  long  before,  are  sufficient  to  establish  that  position. 
In  the  case  of  real  estate,  the  intention  of  the  party 
is  referable  to  a  state  of  facts  existing  when  the  will  is 
made.     In  a  will  of  personal  estate,  the  same  observation 
applies  to  the  person  of  the  legatee.     But  when  the  tes- 
tator speaks  to  facts  which  may  exist  any  time  between 
the  time  when  he  speaks  and  his  deaths  how  is  the  Court 
to  judge  of  the  particular  time  to  which  he  refers?     I 
cannot  therefore  think  that,  in  this  case,  the  party  ought 
to  be  put  to  his  election.     If  the  plaintiffs  are  disposed  to 
try  the  question  at  law,  they  have  at  law  a  full  remedy  for 
all  they  can  claim  against  the  defendant. 

Demurrer  allowed. 


Harbett  v.  Buckingham.  1838. 

y  Jan.  30f  A. 

XN  this  cause  the  plaintiff  had  filed  no  replication,  and  After  motion  by 
the  defendant  obtained  an  order  nisi  for  dismissing  the  dltmiii*"he  bill* 
bill  for  want  of  prosecution.  ^'  ''■"'  o^  v^ 

•ecution,  the 
plmintiff  with- 
iog  to  amend 

Mr.  G.  Richards^  for  the  plaintiff,  on  shewing  cause  his  bill  must 
against  the  order  for  dismissal,  contended,  that  as  no  re-  cauae  of  amend- 
plication  had  been  filed,  a  mere  undertaking  by  the  plain-  [hc'order'for 
tiff  to  amend  was  sufficient  cause  acainst  dismissing  the  <i"m>»«i»  »«* 

®  °  give  two  dayi' 

bilL  notice  of  cbe 

cmuae  wbich  he 
intend!  to  shew. 

Mr.  Blenman,  contrd,  said,  that  after  notice  to  dis- 
miss for  want  of  prosecution,  it  was  not  a  matter  of 
course  for  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  bill,  but  that  he 
must  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  amende  and  state  by 
affidavit  the  materiality  of  his  proposed  amendments. 
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1837.  Per  Curiam. — After  notice  giyen  by  the  defendant  oft 

Haebett      motion  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution^  the 
'•  plaintiff  roust  shew  some  special  cause  against  the  order 

to  dismiss :  and  if  he  intend  to  amend  his  bill,  he  ought  to 
shew  by  affidavit  the  materiality  of  his  amendments;  and 
the  practice  seems  to  be  that  he  should  give  two  dayi' 
notice  of  the  cause  which  he  intends  to  show. 

The  motion  then  stood  over  by  consent 


Aprii20tk.  DiCKEN  9.  Clarke. 

J^Zll^y^lf  Joseph  motershead  dickyn  by  his  wiii, 

the  proceeds  of    after  makins^  certain  specific  bequests  to  his  wife,  svt 

his  real  estate  . 

to  his  son  for      and  deviscd  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  execo* 

his  life,  and  the  .  ,         .  ,  .   •      ^      4. 

other  moiety  to  tors  and  trustees  therein  named,  upon  certain  trusts, 
t*o?s^wife"dur-  which  Were  declared  in  the  following  terms :—"  First,! 
ing  her  widow-   wjH   that  mv    trustees   shall  pay,  or  caused  to  be  paid 

hood;  and  di-  "^  '    "^  .  , 

rected  that  in  annually,  in  two  half-yearly  payments,  one  moiety  orequil 
wife's  death  or    half-part  of  the  proceeds  of  all  my  property,  whether  pc^ 

ltfedtlf*of"tb!r  ®^"^^  ^^  ^®^''  ^^  "^y  ®^"  Halliday  Dickyn,  after  he  sbiH 
son,  her  moiety   attain   the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  for  and  during  the 

should  go  to  the  _  ,  .  i   i.«  i  •        i  »  •       ^    •  •  - 

son  in  the  same  term  of  his  natural  life;  and  previously  to  his  atuiong 
"rtrmenuVn^d  twenty-ouc  years,  so  much  of  the  said  moiety  as  shJI  be 
moiety.    The     Jeemed  proper  to  maintain  and  educate  him.     The  other 

tesutor  then  r     r  ^ 

directed,  that  in  moicty  of  the  procceds  of  my  said  estate,  together  with 
shooid  die  in  my  plate,  (which  I  wish  in  no  case  to  be  sold),  linen  and 
of*hU  m^th^   household  furniture,  I  direct  my  said  trustees  to  pay,  or 

and  leave  lawful 
issue,  the  son's 

moiety  (and,  after  the  widow's  death  or  marriage,  her  moiety)  should  become  the  property  of  (■'^ 
issue.  The  testator  then  devi5ed  as  follows: — **  But  in  case  of  such,  my  son's,  demise  ia  tke 
widowhood  of  his  said  mother,  without  leaving  Uwful  issue,  then  I  wish  and  direct  the  vh^  * 
the  proceeds  of  my  property  to  be  paid  to  her  during  her  widowhood,  subject  to  an  aaDtfty* 
40^  per  annum  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  T.  B.;  and  in  case  of  the  maniage  or  death  of  my  present  «i^ 
my  said  son  being  dead,  and  leaving  no  lawful  issue,  then  I  give  the  whole  of  the  proceed* « 
my  estate  to  J.  B."  The  testator's  son  survived  the  widow,  and  died  without  las«e: — Sdif  ^ 
the  contingency  on  which  J.  B.  was  to  take  the  estate  was  destroyed*  and  that  the  bcir4t-ii** 
the  testator  was  entitled. 
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Cause  to  be  paid,  and  allow  the  use  of  my  said  plate,  fur-  1837. 
niture,  ftc,  to  my  dear  wife,  so  long  as  she  shall  continue 
unmarried,  and  my  widow.  And  in  case  of  her  death  or 
marriage  in  the  lifetime  of  my  said  son,!  direct  her  moiety 
or  equal  half-part  of  the  proceeds  of  my  estate,  whether 
personal  or  real,  or  both  together,  to  be  paid,  with  my 
plate,  furniture,  &c.,  to  my  said  son  Halliday  Dicky n,  in 
the  manner  and-  for  the  purposes  as  I  have  before  directed 
respecting  his  moiety ;  but  that  the  principal  now  placed 
in  trust  shall  not  be  absolutely  subject  to  his  control, 
or  become  his  sole  property,  until  his  eldest  lawfully- 
begotten  child  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
but  it  shall  remain  in  the  hands  of  my  said  trustees  and 
their  representatives  in  trust  for  the  purposes  aforesaid." 
The  testator  then  directed  his  estate  at  Dodleston  to  be 
sold  within  two  years  after  his  decease,  and  gave  power  to 
his  trustees  to  dispose  of  the  whole  of  his  landed  property, 
if  they  thought  it  prudent,  the  consent  of  his  son  being 
first  had  in  writing.  The  testator  then,  after  directing 
that  all  monies  due  to  him  on  bond,  &c.,  should  be  called 
in,  and  invested  in  government  or  real  securities  in  the 
joint  names  of  the  trustees  and  of  his  son,  devised  and 
bequeathed  as  follows : — ''  In  case  my  son  shall  die  in 
the  widowhood  of  his  mother,  and  leave  lawful  issue,  then 
I  direct  that  his  moiety  or  equal  half-part  of  the  proceeds 
of  my  property,  personal  and  real,  shall  become  the  pro* 
perty  of  such  issue,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  that  the 
principal  of  the  said  proceeds  shall,  upon  the  youngest  of 
the  said  issue  attaining  twenty-one  years  of  age,  be 
divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  if 
only  one,  then  to  such  one ;  but  this  distribution  to 
be  made  only  in  case  my  said  son  shall  not  attain  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  or  attaining  it,  leave  no  will ;  if  other- 
wise, then  the  said  property  to  be  subject  to  such  division 
amongst  the  said  issue  as  he  shall  by  will  direct.  I  direct 
also  that  the  other  moiety  or  equal  half-part  of  my  said 
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property,  together  with  the  furniture,  plate,  &c.,  shall, 
upon  the  death  or  marriage  of  his  mother,  subsequent  to 
my  said  son*s  decease,  and  leaving  lawful  issue,  be  subject 
to  the  same  distribution  as  is  before  directed  respecting 
his  moiety  ;  but  in  case  of  such  his  demise  in  the  widow- 
hood of  his  said  mother,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue, 
then  I  wish  and  direct  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  of  mj 
property  to  be  paid  to  her  during  her  widowhood,  subject 
to  an  annuity  of  40/.  per  annum  to  be  paid  to  Mr.  Thomu 
Burrows,  of  Cheadle  Hulme,  schoolmaster,  or  his  repre- 
sentatives, for  the  maintenance  of  the  female  part  of  hii 
family,  &c.  And  in  case  of  the  marriage  or  death  of  nj 
present  wife,  my  said  son  being  dead,  and  leaving  no 
lawful  issue,  then  I  give  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  of  my 
estate,  personal  and  real,  to  the  Rev.  Joseph  Burrows,  of 
Brazenose  College,  for  his  life,  and  his  heir  male,  upon 
the  condition  of  his  taking  and  using,  within  twelve  months 
after  having  possession  of  my  property,  the  surname  of 
*  Dickyn,*  subject,  however,  to  the  above  annuity.*'  The 
mill  then  contained  limitations  in  favour  of  other  mem- 
bers of  the  Burrows  family,  in  the  event  of  J.  Burrows 
having  no  issue,  or  refusing  to  bear  the  name  of  Dickyn. 
In  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  the  following  clause 
occurred  : — "  If  my  son  dies  without  attaining  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  I  give  my 
books  to  the  Rev.  J.  Burrows ;  and  I  do  not  wish  my  said 
son  to  have  the  indiscriminate  use  of  my  said  books  until  be 
attains  the  age  of  nineteen  years,  though  I  now  give  them 
to  him :  my  plate  and  furniture  I  direct  to  be  his  in  the 
cases  of  the  marriage  or  death  of  his  mother ;  and  shooid 
he  be  previously  dead,  leaving  no  lawful  issue,  I  give  them 
to  the  Rev.  J.  Burrows,  or  to  him  who  shall  bear  the 
name  of  Dickyn,  and  inherit  my  other  property.** 

The  testator  died  in  1813,  leaving  his  widow  and  son 
surviving  him.  In  1816  the  trustees  sold  the  Dodleston 
estate,  and  invested  the  purchase-money  in  the  Aindi  m 
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their  joint  names.  In  June  1831,  the  widow  died.  In 
September  following,  the  son,  Halliday  Dickyn,  who  had 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  died  intestate,  and  without 
ever  having  been  married,  leaving  Joseph  Burrows  surviv* 
ing  him. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Joseph  Dicken  (a),  the  heir-at-law 
of  the  testator,  against  the  surviving  trustees  and  Joseph 
Surrows,  praying  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  declared  en- 
titled in  fee  to  the  unsold  real  estates  of  the  testator,  and 
absolutely  entitled  to  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
Dodleston  estate ;  that  the  trustees  might  be  directed  to 
make  to  the  plaintiff  the  necessary  conveyances  and  trans- 
fers, and  might  account  to  him  for  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  real  estate,  and  the  dividends  of  the  stock  in  which 
the  purchase-money  for  the  Dodleston  estate  had  been 
invested,  from  the  death  of  Halliday  Dickyn. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  abandoned  all 
claim  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  and  to  the  pro* 
ceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  Dodleston  estate. 

Mr.  Hodgson  and  Mr.  Rudall  for  the  plaintiff. — It  is 
a  well  settled  rule  of  law,  that  if  words  of  contingency  con* 
tained  in  a  will  are  express  and  unequivocal,  the  gift  must 
be  governed  by  that  contingency,  though  the  result  may 
seem  to  involve  an  absurdity^  or  may  be  attended  with  in- 
convenience or  hardship:  Denn  d.  Radclyffe  v.  Bag- 
thaw  (6),  Doed.  Everett  v.  Cooke  (c),  Toldervy  v. Colt  (rf). 
Here  the  contingency  on  which  Joseph  Burrows  was  to 
take,  was  the  death  or  marriage  of  the  testator's  widow, 
after  the  death  of  the  son,  leaving  no  issue.  That  con- 
tingency having  been  destroyed  by  the  death  of  the  mother 

(a)  The  plaintiff  established  his  (6)  6  T.  R.  512. 

heirship   to   the  testator  on   the  (r)  7  East,  269 ;  2  Smith,  236. 

father's  side,  notwithstanding  the  (d)  1  V.  &  C.  621 ;  1  M.  &  W. 

difference  in  the  spelling^  of  his  250. 
name  and  that  of  the  testator. 
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in  the  son's  lifetime,  the  interest  of  Burrows  is  at  an  end, 
and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.     It  is  certainly  open  to  conjec- 
ture, that  the  testator  intended  Burrows  to  take,  at  all 
events,  upon  the  death  of  the  son  without  issue  ;  but  the 
Court  cannot  indulge  in  such  a  conjecture  in  opposition  to 
the  express  words  of  the  will.     Besides,  if  any  latitude  b 
given  to  conjecture,  it  is  equally  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  the  main  object  of  the  testator  in  framing  these  minute 
limitations,  was  to  impose  certain  restrictions  on  his  son 
during  a  certain  period.    He  might  not  intend  that  his  son 
should  will  away  the  estate,  unless  he  survived  his  mother. 
The  son  being  an  infant,  it  might  be  thought  necessary  that 
he  should  be  restricted  in  his  power  of  disposition,  or  the 
testator  might  have  some  jealousy  of  his  having  that  power 
in  his  mother's  lifetime.  This  gives  a  rational  construction 
to  the  will,  upon  the  mere  supposition  of  the  testators 
being  a  prudent  man.     But,  dealing  with  tlie  will  accord- 
ing to  the  rules  of  law,  the  true  construction  of  it  neces* 
sarily  excludes  the  notion  of  an  estate  tail  in  the  son.  The 
case  of  Lees  v.  Mosley  (a)  has  set  that  question  at  rest 
Besides,  the  power  of  appointment  given  to  the  son  is  suf- 
ficient to  exclude  any  estate  tail  in  him.     Then  is  there 
any  estate  for  life  in  the  son,  upon  which  the  estate  of 
Joseph  Burrows  can  be  supported?  If  there  is  neither  one 
nor  the  other  of  these  estates,  how  is  he  to  take  ?     It  is 
observable  that  the  estate  given  to  the  son's  issue  is  limited 
to  take  effect  during  the  lifetime  of  the  mother.     The  tes- 
tator must  be  presumed  to  have  known  the  law,  and  he 
may  have  limited  the  estate  in  that  manner,  in  order  to 
avoid  a  perpetuity,  and  give  the  mother,  in  a  certain  event, 
a  larger  interest:  Pells  v.  Brown  (6),  Lady  Lanesborough 
V.  Fox  (c),  Holmes  v.  Lock  (rf).     Upon  the  whole,  there  is 
a  clear  gift  to  the  mother  for  her  life,  and  the  estate  limited 

(o)  I  Y.  &  C.  589.  (0  Ca.  T.  T.  262. 

{b)  Cro.  Jac.  590.  (</)  In  Dom.  Proc. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  577 

to  Joseph  Burrows  is  a  contingent  remainder,  expectant  1837. 
on  the  mother's  life  estate,  and  to  take  eiFect  only  in  the 
erent  of  the  son  dying  without  issue  in  the  mother's  life- 
time. [AldersoHy  B. — That  construction  is  strengthened 
by  the  clause  which  gives  the  furniture  to  Burrows,  upon 
the  death  or  marriage  of  the  mother,  should  the  son  '^  be 
previously  dead,  leaving  no  issue."]  Then  the  event  not 
having  happened  on  which  the  contingency  depends,  the 
Court  cannot  alter  the  will :  Doo  v.  Brabant  (a).  [^Al- 
derson,  B. — The  testator  seems  to  have  intended  that  his 
son  should  not  make  a  will,  unless  he  had  issue.] 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Hayter  for  the  defendants. — 
Where  the  words  creating  the  contingency  are  so  clear 
as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  testator's  intention,  the  Court 
is*  not  at  liberty  to  look  beyond  the  particular  clause  in 
which  the  words  occur.  But  where  there  is  an  obscurity 
in  the  expression  of  the  contingency,  so  as  to  create  a 
doubt  whether  it  completely  embraces  the  testator's  inten- 
tion, the  Court  will  look  at  the  general  intention  of  the 
testator,  and  in  many  cases  has  gone  to  the  extent  of  over- 
ruling the  particular  intention,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect 
the  general  intention.  No  man  can  say  here  what  the 
particular  intention  of  the  testator  was.  He  intended  to 
give  his  wife  a  life  interest  in  a  moiety  of  the  estate.  He 
gives  his  son,  in  equally  positive  terms,  a  life  interest  in 
the  other  moiety.  On  the  death  of  his  wife,  he  directs 
her  moiety  to  be  disposed  of  in  like  manner  as  his  son's 
moiety ;  that  is,  he  gives  it  to  his  son  for  his  life.  Upon 
the  determination  of  that  estate,  the  property  is  given  to 
the  issue  of  the  son.  The  Court  may  construe  the  word 
''  issue"  as  **  children,'*  so  as  to  exclude  any  question  of 
remoteness;  in  which  case  the  children,  if  there  had  been 
any,  would  have  taken  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  subject 

(o)  4  T.  R.  706. 
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1837*         to  the  fathers  power  of  appointment.     The  son  took  ali 
j^  estate,  capable  of  being  enlarged  into   a  fee,  if  he  had  a 


V-  child  attaining  twenty-one ;  if  otherwise,  then  only  ali 

estate,  with  a  power  of  disposition.  Upon  the  death  of 
the  two  tenants  for  life,  or  failure  of  issue  attaining 
twenty-one^  the  testator  devises  his  estate  over,  that  is  to 
say,  he  devises  it,  charged  with  an  annuity  of  40/.,  to 
Joseph  Burrows.  It  is  said  that  the  gift  to  Burrows  is 
founded  on  an  express  contingency,  which  has  failed.  That 
construction  is  certainly  tenable,  if  the  general  intention 
of  the  testator  is  to  be  entirely  overlooked.  But  it  is  ob- 
vious that  the  testator's  general  intention  was  to  give  the 
estate  to  Burrows,  on  failure  of  his  own  immediate  familj. 
He  intended  to  retain  the  estate  in  his  own  family  so  long 
as  there  was  a  widow  or  son,  or  children  of  a  son  in 
existence,  but  no  longer.  The  clause  which  comprehends 
the  gift  to  Burrows  should  be  read  thus: — ''  And  incase 
of  the  marriage  or  death  of  my  present  wife,  my  said  son 
being  dead,  or  in  the  event  of  my  son  dying  without  lawful 
issue,  then  I  give,  &c.**  Or  the  words  "my  said  son, 
&c.*'  may  be  considered  as  included  in  a  parenthesis,  and 
read  thus — "  My  said  son  dying  and  leaving  no  lawful 
issue.**  If  the  will  be  construed  otherwise,  the  Court 
must  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  testator  meant  to 
give  the  estate  over  to  Burrows  only  upon  a  complicated 
contingency  ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  such  was  not  his  mean* 
ing.     He  had  no  intention  to  benefit  his  heir-at-law. 

Mr.  Hodgson,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Alderson,  B. — The  contingency  on  which  this  estate 
is  devised  over  is  expressed  in  too  clear  terms  to  admit 
of  any  reasonable  doubt.  The  testator  first  gives  a  moiety 
of  the  estate  to  his  son  for  his  life,  and  the  other  moiety 
to  his  wife  for  her  life  or  widowhood,  and  directs  that  the 
latter  moiety  shall,  upon  the  death  or  marriage  of  the  wi- 
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dow  in  the  son's  lifetime,  go  to  the  son  in  the  same  man-         1837- 
ner  as  the  previous  moiety.     He  then  provides  for  the  son       dichen 
dying  during  the  widowhood  of  his  mother,  leaving  lawful  »• 

issue,  in  which  case  the  issue  are  to  take  the  son's  moiety^ 
(and  also  the  widow's  moiety  upon  her  death  or  marriage), 
share  and  share  alike ; '  but  at  the  same  time  if  the  son 
chooses  to  make  a  will,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  so  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  for  the  issue,  in  such  shares  as  he 
may  think  proper.     But  if  the  son  die  without  issue,  dur- 
ing the  widowhood  of  his  mother,  then  the  testator  de- 
vises the  whole  of  the  property  to  her  for  life^  subject  to 
an  annuity  of  40/.     Then  comes  this  clause — ^*  And,  in 
case  of  the  marriage  or  death  of  my  present  wife,  my  said 
son  being  dead,  and  leaving  no  lawful  issue,  then  I  give 
the  whole  of  the  proceeds  of  my  estate,  personal  and  real, 
to  the  Rev.  Joseph  Burrows."     Now,  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  whole  of  the  devise  to  Mr.  Burrows  is  subject  to 
the  contingency  expressed  in  the  former  clause,  relative 
to  the  property  coming  to  the  mother  upon  the  death  of 
her  son,  leaving  no  lawful  issue.     The  contingency  there 
expressed  is  recapitulated  in  the  last  clause,  and  is  stated 
to  be  the  marriage  or  death  of  the  mother  taking  place  at 
a  time  when  the  son  is  dead  leaving  no  lawful  issue.  Those 
are  the  plain  words  of  the  testator.    Whether  he  had  any 
other  intention  than  what  he  has  expressed  I  cannot  tell. 
The  events  on  which,  according  to  the  expressed  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  the  devise  over  is  to  take  effect  are, 
the  marriage  or  death  of  the  widow  at  a  period  after  the 
death  of  the  son,  leaving  no  lawful  issue.   Neither  of  those 
events  having  taken  place,  the  estate  goes  to  the  testator's 
heir  at  law. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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1837. 

Salkeld  r.  Phillips. 

June  \iU       -_ . 
Defendants,  by    X  HE  bill  was  brought  by  the  vicar  of  Crosley-upon- 

avicAr?^nu  Edon,  against  certain  occupiers  within  that  parish,  praj- 
denied  the  right  jjjg  ^^^  ^^  account  and  Satisfaction  of  certain  small  tithes. 

of  the  vicar  to  ® 

the  tithes  claim-  The  defendants,  by  their  answer  to  the  original  bill| 
right  to  be  in  admitted  the  collation  and  induction  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
Plaintiff  "then  *^*^'  he  was  the  lawful  vicar  of  the  above-named  parish; 
amended  his       but  they  denied  his  title  to  the  tithes  claimed,  alleging  the 

bill,  charging  ^  ''       ^  ^    o 

that  the  defend-  right  and  title  to  such  tithes  to  be,  and  always  to  have 
forth^whattithM  been,  vcstcd  in  the  rector  for  the  time  being  of  the  parish, 
^d^To'and  **^®  ^^^  except  SO  far  as  the  same  had  been  barred  by 
how  his  ri'ght     the  statute  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  100.     They  also  insisted,  that 

was  made  out. 

Defendanude-   if  the  plaintiff  ever  had  title  to  such  tithes,  (which,  bow- 
part*of  thV        ®^^^  ^^®y  ^'^  "^^  admit),  he  was  barred  by  the  statute. 
mtih^^'lh^      "^^^  plaintiff*  amended  his  bill,  by  charging  that  the  de- 
demurrer  was     fendants  ought  to  set  forth  of  which  of  the  several  titlM- 
the  answer.        able  matters  and  things  aforesaid  by  name,  and  within 

which  of  the  lands  occupied  by  the  defendants  respee* 
tively,  the  tithes  do  not  belong  to  the  plaintiff  as  such 
vicar  as  aforesaid,  but  belong  to  and  ought  to  be  paid  to, 
the  rector  of  the  said  parish ;  and  that  the  said  defend- 
ants ought  to  set  forth  of  which  of  the  said  titheaUc 
matters  the  tithes  belonged  to  the  rector  for  the  time 
being  of  the  said  parish  before  the  said  act,  and  haie 
ceased  to  belong  to  him  by  virtue  of  the  said  act ;  and 
that  they  ought  also  to  set  forth  how  they  make  oot  that 
the  right  to  such  tithes  did  formerly,  and  before  the  pass- 
ing of  the  said  act,  belong  to  the  rector  of  the  said  parish 
and  not  to  the  vicar  thereof,  and  by  what  means  such 
right  has  been  barred;  and  that  they  ought  to  set  forth 
which  of  the  said  titheable  matters  and  things  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  the  tithes  of,  by  reason  of  the  said  act, 
or  which  of  the  lands  occupied  by  the  said  defendants  re- 
spectively, are  thereby  exempted  from  the  payment  of 
such  tithes,  &c. 


Salkeld 
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The  defendants  demurred  to  so  much  of  the  amended 
bill  as  consisted  of  the  charges  relating  to  the  rector's  al- 
leged title  to  the  tithes ;  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  bill,  «. 

PhiLT low 

they  answered  that  they  did  not  insist  otherwise  than  in 
the  manner,  and  to  the  extent  mentioned/  in  their  former 
answer,  that  the  plaintiffs  right  had  been  barred  by  the 
statute. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Johnson^  for  the  demurreri  con- 
tended that  the  plaintiff,  who  could  only  claim  by  the 
strength  of  his  own  title,  had  no  right  to  enquire  as  to  the 
rector's  title.  It  was  nothing  to  the  vicar  whether  the 
rector  was  barred  or  not  by  the  statute. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Purvis^  contrd,  cited  Atkinson 
▼•  Hanway  (a),  and  contended  that  the  original  and 
amended  bill  forming  but  one  record,  the  demurrer  was 
orerruled  by  the  answer. 

Mr.  Boteler^  in  reply,  referred  to  Smith  v.  Bryon  (6). 

Alderson,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  demurrer  is 
orerruled  by  the  answer,  the  case  made  by  the  answer 
being  totally  inconsistent  with  that  made  by  the  demurrer. 
The  demurrer  proceeds  on  the  ground  that,  admitting  the 
plaintiff's  right  as  stated  in  the  bill,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
the  relief  prayed ;  whilst  the  answer  wholly  denies  the 
vicar's  right 

I  think  the  demurrer  ought  to  be  overruled  on  the 
ground  that  the  original  and  amended  bill  form  one  record, 
and  that  the  question  demurred  to  is  answered. 

Demurrer  overruled. 

(a)  1  Cox,  360;  see  2  Atk.  119.  (6)  3  Madd.  428. 
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1837. 

Best  r.  Gompertz. 

June  \st.       -^ 

Filing  a  croM  JLN  March,  1834^  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  defendant  against 
i»rty^ho\s  in  ^^^  plaintiff,  charging  him  with  various  frauds  in  certaio 
contempt  in  the    money  transactions  which  had  taken  place  between  the 

onginal  suit,  is  "^  '^ 

a  waiver  of        parties.     The  plaintiff  put  in  an  answer  which  was  r^ 

luch  contempt       r  i  n        -  i  i       -»«•  i   • 

ontiiepartof  lerred  for  impertinence,  but  the  Master  reported  it  not 
mM?r^and*the  In^P^rtinent.  The  defendant  then  took  exceptions  to  th« 
defendant  in       Master's  report,  but  the  exceptions  were  overruled.    Th« 

the  cross  soiti  ...  ^ 

by  clearing  his  plaintiff  then  issued  a  subpoena  for  the  costs  of  these  pro- 
suit,  wUi  c?ear*  cecdings,  which,  the  defendant  failing  to  pay,  was  corn- 
it  in  both.  mitted  to  the  Fleet.     He  afterwards  procured  himself  to 

be  removed  into  the  custody  of  the  Marshal  of  the  Kings 
Bench  ;  whereupon  an  application  was  made  to  that  Coart 
for  an  order  that  he  should  be  kept  in  close  custody,  but 
that  application  failed.  Subsequently  to  these  transactions, 
the  plaintiff  filed  the  present  bill,  by  way  of  cross  bill, 
against  the  defendant,  for  a  discovery  of  facts  in  aid  of  bis 
defence  to  the  original  bill.  To  the  cross  bill,  the  defend- 
ant having  put  in  an  answer  and  demurrer,  the  plaintiff 
took  exceptions  to  the  answer,  and  argued  the  demurrer. 
The  demurrer  being  overruled,  the  defendant  submitted 
to  the  exceptions. 

The  defendant  having  at  length  put  in  his  answer  tothe 
cross  bill,  and  having  tendered  20L  as  the  full  amount  of 
the  costs  of  his  contempt  in  the  cross  suit,  now  moved  to 
be  discharged  out  of  custody. 

There  was  a  cross  motion  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  de- 
fendant should  be  kept  in  close  custody  within  the  Court 
of  King*s  Bench  till  the  contempt  in  both  suits  should 
have  been  cleared. 

Mr.  Simpiinson,  for  the  first  motion,  contended  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  discbarge  notwithstand- 
ing  that  the  costs  of  the  contempt  in  the  original  cause 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  B8S 

bad  not  been  paid,  inasmuch  as  filing  a  cross  bill,  and 
calling  upon  the  defendant  to  answer,  was  a  waiver  by  the 
plaintiff  of  any  right  which  he  might  have  previously  had 
to  treat  the  non-payment  of  costs  in  the  original  cause  as 
a  contempt  in  this  cause  :  Anon,  (a),  HoskinsY.  Lloyd  {b). 
Gray  v.  Campbell  (c).  He  also  urged,  independently 
of  the  ground  of  waiver,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right, 
under  any  circumstances,  to  connect  the  contempt  in  the 
original  cause  with  that  in  the  cross  cause :  Clarke  v. 
Dew  (cQ,  Ricketts  v.  Mornington  (e). 

Mr.  Elderton,  conird,  contended  that  the  defendant  had 
no  right  to  choose  which  matter  he  should  discharge  him- 
self for,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  resisting  this  motion 
an  original  and  cross  cause  were  the  same:  Ward y. 
Eyles  {f)i  Kemp  v.  Mackrell  (g),  Wenman  v.  OsbakUs^ 
ion  (A).  As  to  the  question  of  waiver,  the  step  taken 
must  be  with  reference  to  the  matter  which  makes  the 
contempt  [Alderson,  B. — A  proceeding  in  the  cause 
aeems  suflScient.]  At  all  events,  under  stat.  1 1  Geo.  4  and 
1  Will.  4f,  c.  36,  the  defendant,  in  order  to  clear  his  con- 
tempt, must  put  in  a  full  and  sufficient  answer,  and  that  it 
U  so,  must  appear  by  his  own  affidavit ;  for,  if  the  plaintiff 
were  to  take  an  office  copy  of  the  answer,  it  would  be  a 
waiver  of  the  contempt  in  both  causes:  Sidgiery.  Tyte  (t). 
[Aldersonf  B. — The  affidavit  would  only  amount  to  the 
defendant's  ipse  dixit  that  he  has  put  in  a  full  answer.] 

Mr.  PlatU  for  the  Marshal  of  the  King's  Bench. 
Mr.  Simpkinson  in  reply. 

(fl)  16  Ves.  174.  if)  Moseley,  377- 

(6)  1  S.  &  S.  393.  (jg)  3  Atk.  812. 

(c)  I  Rasa.  &  M.  323.  (A)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  276. 

(d)  Ibid.  103.  (i)  1 1  Ves.  202. 

(e)  7  Sim.  200. 
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Aldbrsom,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  the  contempt 
has  been  waived  so  as  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  holding 
Gompertz  in  custody  for  the  costs  of  more  than  the  list 
proceedings ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  it  has.  Therefore 
let  the  Master  tax  the  plaintiff's  costs  of  the  defendant's 
contempt  in  not  putting  in  his  answer^  and  upon  those 
costs,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  demurrer  and  ei* 
ceptions,  (which  have  been  already  taxed),  and  the  coiti 
of  this  application  being  deposited  by  the  defendant  with 
his  clerk  in  Court,  let  the  exceptions  be  set  down  for  sign* 
ment.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled,  on  this  proceeding, 
to  any  costs  in  respect  of  the  proceedings  in  the  King'i 
Bench,  or  in  th'e  cause  of  ''  Gompertx  v.  Best;**  and  with 
respect  to  those  to  which  he  is  entitled,  let  him  deliver 
his  bill  of  costs  within  three  days.  The  motion  is  to 
close  custody  must  stand  over  till  it  is  seen  whether  the 
answer  is  sufficient  or  not. 

Order  accordingly. 


July  llth. 

Wbert  •  de- 
fendant had 
been  in  con- 
tempt for  want 
of  an  answer, 


ReYMBR  V.  GUNSTONE. 

]M[r.  JEREMY,  for  the  defendant,  moved  that  an  order 
which  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  in  May  last,  for  taking  the 
defendant's  answer,  might  be  discharged,  the  defendint 
through  the  mil-  having  put  in  an  answer.  In  support  of  the  motion,  be 
Warden  of  the  read  the  defendant's  affidavit,  stating  that  the  papers  con- 
to*take\he"°'  taining  materials  for  his  answer  had  been,  in  the  first  in» 
answer,  the        stance,  detained  by  counsel ;  that  when  the  answer  wii 

Court  ordered  i  •  r 

that  the  cosu  prepared,  he  applied  to  the  Warden  of  the  Fleet  to  tske 

should  ^°CMU  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  Warden  refused   to  do  so,  alleging  tbst 

lind**on*f«TJre  ^^  ^^^  "^  authority  ;  that  after  this  had  occurred,  the 

of  the  plaintiff  order  in  question  was  obtained.    Jeremy  then  stated  the 

to  take  excep-  «  ,  ,  i       .  «         • 

tions  to  the        nature  of  the  case  as  it  appeared  on  the  record,  with  a  view 

answer  within  a 

limited  time, 

that  tha  defendant  should  be  discharged. 


GUNSTOHX. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  585 

to  shew  that  the  circumstances,  as  there  disclosed,  were         1837* 
favourable  to  the  defendant;    and   he    contended   that       rey^je^ 
under  the  stat.  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  36,  s.  15,  rule  17,     _     v, 
the  Court  had  a  discretionary  power  in  regard  to  the  costs 
of  the  contempt,  and  that  in  this  instance  they  ought  to 
be  made  costs  in  the  cause.     The  affidavit  stated  that  the 
defendant  was  unable  to  pay  the  costs. 

Mr.  Stevens,  contrd,  said  that  the  order  now  sought  for 
could  only  be  made  on  payment,  by  the  defendant,  of  the 
costs  of  the  contempt,  and  on  his  making  it  appear  to  the 
Court  that  the  answer  was  sufficient.  In  this  case  it  ap- 
peared, from  the  copy  that  had  been  served  on  the  plain- 
tiflfs  solicitor,  that  the  answer  was  insufficient. 

Aldbrson,  B. — The  defendant  says  that  he  would  have 
pat  in  his  answer,  but  for  the  mistake  of  the  Warden  of  the 
Fleet.  Under  all  these  circumstances,  I  think  that  the  costs 
should  be  costs  in  the  cause.  Upon  the  other  point  I  am 
sorry  to  be  obliged  to  make  a  precedent  against  the  defen- 
dant ;  but  it  is  a  useful  rule,  that  the  party  against  whom 
a  bill  is  taken  pro  confesso  should  inform  the  other  party 
what  the  nature  of  his  answer  is.  The  particular  incon- 
venience in  this  case  is  not  so  bad  as  the  general  incon- 
venience that  would  result  from  a  contrary  practice.  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  must  have  time  to  take  exceptions  to 
the  answer,  but  if  he  does  not  do  so  within  a  fortnight, 
let  the  party  be  discharged.  As  the  Court  will  not  sit  at 
that  time,  the  Master  will  undertake,  in  this  particular 
case,  to  look  into  the  exceptions. 

Order  accordingly. 


Q  qS 
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June  26th. 
July  5M. 

Where  one  of 
teveral  tenants 
in  common  has 
conveyed  away 
his  share  of  the 
estate,  in  distinct 
portions,  to  dif- 
ferent indiTi- 
duals,  upon  a 
bill  subsequent- 
ly 61ed  for  a 
partition  of  the 
whole  estate, 
the  Court,  in 
making  its  de- 
cree, will  have 
regard  not 
merely  to  the 
legal  rights  of 
the  original 
tenants  in  com- 
mon, but  to 
the  equitable 
righu  of  all 
parties  actually 
interested  in  the 
estate;  it  will, 

therefore,  carry  the  object  of  the  bill  into  effect,  by  directing  a  distinct  partition  of  eachoftha 
several  portions  of  the  estate  in  which  the  alienees  of  the  quondam  tenant  in  common  respectively 
have  an  interest.  Therefore,  where  A.,  B.,  and  C.  were  tenants  in  common,  in  undivided  thirds, 
of  an  estate  comprising  Blackacre  and  Whiteacre,  and  C.  conveyed  his  interest  in  Blackacre  to  Dt 
and  his  interest  in  Whiteacre  to  £.;  upon  a  bill  filed  by  A.  and  B.,  for  a  partition  of  the  wbalt 
estate,  the  Court  (reversing  a  former  decree,  which  had  sanctioned  a  different  mode  of  partitioa) 
directed  that  Blackacre  should  be  divided  into  three  parts,  and  each  part  should  be  conveyed  to  kt 
B.,  and  D.  respectively;  and  that  Whiteacre  should  be  divided  into  three  parts,  and  each  ptit 
should  be  conveyed  to  A.,  B.,  and  E.  respectively. 

A  court  of  equity,  in  decreeing  a  partition,  does  not  act  ministerially,  and  in  obedience  ta  thi 
call  of  tboae  parties  who  have  a  right  to  the  partition,  but  founds  itself  upon  the  general  jarii' 
diction  given  to  courts  of  equity.  It  will,  therefore,  on  a  bill  of  partition,  adjust  the  eqaiubk 
rights  of  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  estate ;  and  will,  for  that  purpose,  give  special  instmetioai 
to  the  commissioners  of  partition,  and  even,  in  cases  of  necessity,  nominate  the  coaunissioncrk 

A  court  of  equity,  in  decreeing  partition,  will  have  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  8  ft  t 
miL  3,  c.  31,  s.  4. 

Tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  A.,  B.,  and  C,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  granted  a  leaae 
of  the  estate  to  D.  for  twenty-one  years,  which  lease  was  confirmed  by  A.  and  C : — Held,  that  tbe 
lease  was  good  as  against  A.  and  C,  and  that  B.  could  not  impeach  it  in  a  suit  for  partitioo  ia 
which  he  was  co-plaintiff  with  A. 

Where  a  party  takes  a  lease  of  an  infant's  lands,  and  the  Infant,  on  coming  of  age,  mortgsgct 
the  property  to  the  lessee  by  deed  referring  to  the  lease,  this  is  a  confirmation  of  the  lease. 

Facta  which  have  occurred  since  the  decree,  and  which,  therefore,  were  not  comprehended  ia 
the  pleadings,  may  be  proper  ground  for  a  rehearing,  if  they  shew  error  in  the  decree. 

After  leave  has  been  given  for  a  rehearing  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  it  is  unnecessary  for  Ac 
petitioner  lo  state  in  his  petition  of  rehearing  in  what  respect  he  conceives  the  decree  to  be  en*- 
neous,  or  what  is  the  nature  of  the  decree  he  seeks. 


Story  v.  Johnson. 

J.N  pursuance  of  the  order  made  in  this  cause  od  the 
19th  of  November,  1835  (a),  a  commission  of  partition,  in 
the  form  of  the  former  commission,  was  directed  to  six 
new  commissioners,  who  were  chosen  in  the  same  manner 
as  tbe  former  commissioners,  and  also  approved  of  by  the 
Master.  Of  those  commissioners,  the  four  who  were 
chosen  by  the  plaintiffs  made  their  return,  or  certificate, 
dated  the  9th  of  April,  1836,  whereby  it  appeared  that 
having  divided  the  whole  estate  into  three  equal  parts, 
they  allotted  that  part  which  comprised  the  George  Inn 
to  William  Standard  Jones.  The  two  commissioners 
chosen  by  the  defendants  having  dissented  from  this  oe^ 
tificate,  and  it  appearing  to  the  Court  that  this  certificate 
was  in  efiect  the  same  as  the  former,  the  Court  on  the  24th 
of  June,  I83f>,  ordered  it  to  be  quashed.     On  the  making 


(a)  See  ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  538 
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of  this  order,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  after  hearing  the 
arguments  of  counsel,  said  that  he  adhered  entirely  to  the 
observations  which  he  had  made  on  the  former  occasion, 
thinking  that  those  observations,  as  reported,  were  not  in 
the  slightest  degree  stronger  than  were  warranted  by  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 

On  the  15th  of  July,  1836,  the  plaintiffs  moved  for  a 
new  commission,  but  that  motion  was  ordered  to  stand 
over,  in  order  to  give  the  defendants  an  opportunity  of 
having  the  cause  reheard  for  the  purpose  of  varying  the 
decree. 

On  the  16th  December,  1836,  the  Court,  upon  the  peti- 
tion of  the  defendant  Johnson,  and  after  hearing  the 
arguments  of  counsel  (a),  ordered,  that  notwithstanding 
the  decree  made  on  the  original  hearing  had  been  made 
upwards  of  six  months,  the  petitioner  should  be  at  liberty 
to  present  a  petition  to  have  the  cause  set  down  for  hear- 
ing, for  the  purpose  of  having  the  decree  altered  or  varied. 

In  consequence  of  this  order,  the  defendant  Johnson 
presented  his  petition  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
order.  The  petition,  which  was  signed  by  counsel,  after 
stating  the  various  proceedings  in  the  suit,  and  setting 
forth  at  length  the  decree  and  the  Master  s  report  conse- 
quent thereon,  stated  that  the  petitioner  felt  himself 
aggrieved  by  the  decree,  but  assigned  no  reason  for  his 
complaint,  nor  suggested  in  what  particulars  the  decree 
was  erroneous. 

The  cause  coming  on  for  rehearing, 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Phillimore  objected  that  the  order 
for  the  rehearing  had  been  obtained  ex  parte,  and  said 

(a)  On  the  argument  of  this  v.  Fawcett,  3  P.  W.  242 ;  AfLach- 

petition,  the  following  cased  were  Ian  v,  Rob,  1  Y.  &  C.  267 ;  Hal/ord 

cited  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner :  v.  Halford,  1 Y.  &  C.  270 ;  WaUon 

Fox  V.  BardweU,  2  Wood,  338;  v.  Duke  of  Northumherland,  11 

MiOt  V.  Banks,  3  P.  W.  I ;  Buck  Yes.  153. 
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that,  although  the  defendant  had  obtained  leare  to  pre* 
sent  a  petition  of  rehearing,  it  did  not  therefore  follow 
that  he  was  entitled  to  ha?e  the  cause  reheard.  [The 
Lard  Chief  Baron. — ^You  had  an  opportunity  of  making 
your  objections  when  the  petition  for  leave  to  rehear  wai 
argued*  Is  there  any  instance  of  opposition  being  mads 
to  the  ordinary  petition  of  rehearing  signed  by  counsel!] 
Nevinson  t«  Stables  (a),  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  sndi 
opposition  may  be  made.  Here  there  are  two  grounds  of 
opposition*  First,  the  petition  does  not  state  what  decree 
it  is  that  the  petitioner  requires,  but  only  that  he  ii 
aggrieved  by  the  former  decree  and  wants  a  new  one. 
The  petitioner  ought  to  have  given  notice  of  the  nature  of 
his  objection :  Fow.  Prac.  vol.  S,  p.  SOO.  The  other  ob> 
jection  is,  that  the  petitioner  states  new  facta  which  sie 
not  in  the  pleadings,  as  a  reason  for  rehearing  the  cansei 
Afler  stating  the  bill,  answer,  and  decree,  it  goes  on  to 
State  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners,  and  that  tfaey 
came  to  such  and  such  conclusions*  It  then  alleges,  that 
those  conclusions  are  wrong,  and  that,  in  order  to  avoid 
the  effect  of  them,  the  Court  ought  to  rehear  the  cause. 
But  Nevinson  v.  Stables  decides  that  the  cause  ought  onlj 
to  be  reheard  on  the  pleadings.  Besides,  the  petitioD 
states  an  acquiescence  under  the  decree.  The  party  hsi 
joined  in  the  commission  and  named  commissioners.  Theft 
has  likewise  been  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  charge  the 
defendant  with  the  payment  of  money.  After  acquiescenes 
a  rehearing  will  not  be  permitted :  Macartney  v.  JBfaci- 
wood  (6),  Wood  V.  Grt^/A  (c).  [The  Lord  Chief  Barmu 
— In  the  party's  attempt  to  act  under  the  decree  he  dsj 
discover  the  error  in  it.] 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  petitioner,  conird. — Upon  the 
point  of  acquiescence,  there  are  much  strcuager  eases  thaa 

(a)  4  Ritas.  210.  {b)  Ridgw.,  Knapp,  &  Seh.  €02. 

(e)  1  Mer.  35 ;  19  Yes.  550. 
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the  present ;  for  instance,  Brophy  v.  Holmes  (a).  As  to  1838. 
the  other  objection,  notwithstanding  the  dictum  in  Fow- 
ler, it  is  not  the  practice  in  the  Exchequer,  upon  a  re- 
hearing or  appeal  from  the  whole  decree,  for  the  appel- 
lant to  state  what  decree  he  thinks  the  Court  ought  to 
direct*  The  practice  in  this  Court  is  similar  to  that  in 
Ae  House  of  Lords,  where  the  appellant  gives  no  reason 
for  his  appeal. 

Mr.  Temple^  in  reply,  cited  Smith.  Chan.  Pr.  vol.  S,  p. 
44*,  and  2  Eq.  ^br.  Title,  Appeals,  and  contended  that 
upon  petition  for  leave  to  present  an  appeal  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  the  party  is  bound  to  state  his  reasons.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron, — He  is  not  bound  to  do  so.  He  may 
bring  his  appeal  something  in  the  same  way  as  he  would 
bring  a  writ  of  error  at  law,  alleging  simply  that  the  de- 
cree was  for  the  plaintiff,  whereas  it  ought  to  have  been 
for  the  defendant.  But  there  is  no  general  rule  on  the 
subject.  In  the  Douglas  cause,  before  Lord  Thurlow, 
various  minute  reasons  were  given,  forming  almost  a  vo- 
lume.] 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — I  am  of  opinion  that  as  the 
cause  now  stands,  the  plaintiff  can  raise  no  other  objec- 
tioa  to  the  rehearing  than  he  might  have  done  had  the 
defendant  presented  his  petition  within  six  months  after 
the  cause  was  originally  heard.  The  whole  effect  of  the 
late  proceedings  has  been  to  put  the  cause  in  that  situa- 
tion; and,  therefore,  any  other  objections  than  such  as 
might  have  been  urged  within  that  period  come  to  late. 

Two  objections,  however,  have  been  made  which  it  is 
competent  for  the  party  to  take  at  the  present  stage  of 
the  proceedings.    One  of  them  is,  that  the  petition  em- ' 
braces  facts  which  were  not  before  the  Judge  who  pro- 

(a)  2  MoUoy,  i. 
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nouDced  the  decree.  If  these  facts  existed  before  tbe 
decree,  and  there  was  otherwise  no  error  in  the  decree, 
they  could  not  be  ground  for  rehearing ;  and  the  petition 
would  be  dismissed,  because  the  Court  could  not  act 
upon  such  facts.  But  that  observation  does  not  apply  to 
facts  which  have  occurred  after  the  decree,  or  shew  error 
in  'the  decree.  Suppose,  after  ten  years  spent  in  tbe 
Master's  Office,  the  parties  find  themselves  aggrieved  hj 
some  erroneous  practice,  originating  from  an  error  in  the 
decree.  In  that  respect  a  statement  of  subsequent  fitcti 
may  be  of  great  use  upon  a  petition  for  rehearing.  In  such 
case  complaint  may  reasonably  arise  out  of  facts  which 
may  have  signified  nothing  to  the  Judge  who  determined 
the  cause  at  the  original  hearing.  I  do  not  find  it  sug- 
gested that  any  fact  here  stated  occurred  before  the  de- 
cree, or  might  have  been  used  as  a  ground  for  the  decree. 
That  being  so,  I  think  this  case  is  not  within  the  autbori- 
ties  cited  by  Mr.  Temple. 

Then  as  to  the  objection  that  the  petition  states  no 
reasons  for  the  rehearing.  Certainly,  if  it  be  the  practice 
for  the  party  seeking  a  rehearing,  if  he  means  to  review 
the  whole  decree  and  alleges  error  in  all  parts,  to  set  forth 
what  decree  he  conceives  he  ought  to  have — or,  suppos- 
ing the  party  to  object  to  particular  parts  only  of  the  de> 
cree,  if  it  be  the  practice  for  him  to  state  in  what  respect 
he  conceives  those  parts  to  be  erroneous,  then  this  peti- 
tion does  not  comply  with  that  practice.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  practice  is  not  as  I  have  just  stated  it,  the  peti- 
tion is  correct.  Upon  that  I  shall  make  no  final  order 
till  I  find  from  the  books  what  the  practice  is ;  though,  I 
confess,  I  should  be  glad  if  the  gentlemen  on  both  sides 
would  agree  upon  it,  rather  than  leave  it  to  my  investi- 
gation. 

I  have  consulted  Lord  Lyndhunt  upon  the  subject  of 
the  decree,  and  he  entirely  coincides  with  me  in  the  opi- 
nion that  it  was  erroneous  in  this  respect — that  Johnsoo 
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might  by  means  of  it  be  compelled  to  take  that  part  of  the 
property  in  which  he  has  no  interest.  In  fact  the  parties 
are  placed  in  that  situation  that,  upon  a  division  of  the 
property  into  three  parts,  they  might  all  have  parts  in  which 
at  present  they  have  no  interest.  I  throw  this  out  for  the 
consideration  of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel. 

His  Lordship  having  pronounced  this  judgment,  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel  agreed  to  waive  the  objection  which  had 
been  made  as  to  the  form  of  the  petition ;  but  as  the  plain- 
tiff, Story,  persisted  in  his  opposition  to  the  proposed 
Tariation  in  the  decree,  the  cause  was  now  reheard  on  the 
merits.  The  principal  facts  of  the  case  having  been  al- 
ready stated  (a),  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  add  more  than 
a  few  particulars. 

The  purchase  made  by  the  plaintiff.  Story,  of  the  share 
of  Edward  Jones  in  the  property  in  dispute,  was  effected 
by  means  of  certain  indentures  dated  the  9th  of  April, 
1824,  whereby  that  share  was  conveyed  to  George  Raby 
and  his  heirs,  in  trust,  for  securing  an  annuity  of  5SL  to 
John  Davies,  and  subject  thereto  in  trust  for  Story  in  fee ; 
and  it  was  declared,  that  the  annuity  was  secured  to  John 
Davies,  in  trust  for  Edward  Jones  and  Elizabeth  his  wife, 
for  their  joint  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
and,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  in  trust  for  Richard 
Jones  and  his  assigns  for  his  life. 

The  purchases  made  by  the  defendants,  Joseph  John- 
son and  James  Gardner,  of  Richard  Jones's  share  of  the 
property,  were  effected  by  separate  conveyances  to  each 
of  those  parties,  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated 
the  26th  and  27th  of  June,  1826;  the  conveyance  to  John- 
son comprising  Richard  Jones's  share  in  the  George  Inn, 
and  nine  acres  of  land  adjoining,  and  that  to  Gardner 
comprising  Jones's  share  of  the  remainder  of  the  property* 

(a)  Ante,  Vol.  l,p.638. 
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1837*  It  appeared,  however,  that  the  contract  for  sale  bad  origi- 
nally  been  made  with  Johnson  alone,  who  acted  as  agent 
for  Gardner  as  to  the  purchase  made  by  the  latter. 

The  plaintiffs  in  the  original  bill  were  John  Story,  Ed- 
ward Jones  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  George  Raby,  William 
Standard  Jones,  and  Richard  Jones ;  the  defendants  were 
Joseph  Johnson,  James  Gardner,  and  Joseph  Daviefc 
The  bill  prayed  a  partition  of  the  Ifield  estate,  an  account 
of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  defendants,  John- 
son and  Gardner,  since  the  death  of  Richard  Hall,  and 
that,  in  case  it  should  appear  that  the  last  named  defend- 
ants had  held  in  their  own  occupation  any  parts  of  die 
estates  beyond  the  respective  shares  which  should  be  al- 
lotted to  them,  then  that  it  might  be  referred  to  the  Master 
to  fix  a  fair  occupation  rent  on  the  same,  &c. 

The  defendant  Johnson,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that,  in 
addition  to  his  one  third  share  of  the  fee  simple  in  the 
George  Inn,  with  the  appurtenances,  which  he  had  ac- 
quired from  Richard  Jones,  he  had  also  a  present  mterest 
for  twenty-one  years  in  the  entirety  of  that  part  of  the 
property,  by  virtue  of  a  lease  made  to  him  thereof  bj 
Richard  Hall  in  November,  18^;  which  lease  he  alleged 
to  have  been  confirmed  by  all  the  remainder-men.  It  ap- 
peared in  evidence  that  a  memorandum  of  confimiation 
had  been  endorsed  on  the  lease,  and  signed  by  Edward 
Jones,  who  was  then  of  age,  and  by  his  brothers,  who  were 
then  minors ;  and  that  Edward  Jones  and  his  father  had, 
at  the  same  time,  executed  a  bond  to  the  defendant,  for 
securing  the  ratification  of  this  instrument  by  the  minon 
when  they  came  of  age*  The  lease  was  afterwards  vi^ 
tually  confirmed  by  Richard  Jones,  on  coming  of  age,  bj 
the  sale  of  his  share  of  the  property  to  Johnson ;  but  it 
did  not  appear  to  have  been  confirmed  by  William  Stand- 
ard Jones,  unless  the  mortgage  which  be  executed  to 
Johnson  of  his  one-third  share  amounted  to  a  confirmation. 

The  defendant,  Gardner,  by  his  answer,  relied  in  like 
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manner  on  the  leases  and  confirmations  of  leases  of  the        1837« 
parts  of  the  property  in  which  he  was  in  the  possession. 

In  January,  1831,  the  defendant,  James  Gardner,  died, 
learing  his  daughter,  Elizabeth  Jane,  the  wife  of  Henry 
Amett,  his  heiress-at-law,  and  having  by  his  will  appointed 
his  wife,  Sarah  Gardner,  and  also  his  daughter  and  her 
husband,  to  be  the  executors  of  his  will.  The  suit  was 
accordingly  revived  against  those  persons. 

In  February,  1832,  the  defendant,  Joseph  Johnson,  died, 
having  by  his  will  given  and  devised  all  his  undivided  third 
•hare  in  his  freehold  estate  called  the  George  Inn  at  Ifield, 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  also  the  lease  under  which  he 
held  the  entirety  of  those  premises,  to  his  son  Joseph 
Johnson,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns; 
and  having  appointed  Thomas  Smith  and  Nathaniel  Miller 
his  executors.  The  suit  was  accordingly  revived  against 
Johnson  the  son.  Smith,  and  Miller. 

In  the  last  mentioned  bill  of  revivor,  it  was  suggested  by 
the  plaintiffs,  that,  notwithstanding  the  expressions  in  the 
will  of  the  testator,  Joseph  Johnson,  he  was  notr,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  the  holder  of  any  good  and  valid  lease 
of  any  part  of  the  premises,  and  therefore  that  the  devise 
contained  in  his  will  respecting  such  lease  was  nugatory, 
invalid,  and  of  none  effect.  The  bill  then,  after  praying 
revivor  in  the  usual  manner,  prayed  that,  if  necessary,  the 
•aid  lease,  or  alleged  lease,  might  be  declared  null  and 
void. 

The  present  defendants  insisted  on  the  validity  of  the 
leases  and  confirmations  made  to  the  original  defendants, 
Johnson  and  Gardner. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  this  cause  on  the 
6th  of  August,  1833,  it  was  ordered  that  a  commission 
of  partition  should  issue  in  manner  and  form  as  before 
•tated  (a) ;  and  it  was  ordered,  that  the  premises  to  be 

(«)  Ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  540. 
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allotted  to  the  plaintiff.  Story,  should  be  conveyed  to  him 
in  fee,  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  indentures  of  the  9th  of 
April,  1824;  and  that  the  premises  to  be  allotted  to  Wil- 
liam Standard  Jones  should  be  conveyed  to  the  defend- 
ants. Smith  and  Miller,  and  their  heirs,  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, for  securing  what  should  remain  due  on  the  mortgage 
made  by  William  Jones  to  Johnson  the  father,  but  subject 
to  redemption  by  W.  S.  Jones,  his  executors,  &c. ;  or,  in 
case  the  mortgage  should  be  paid  before  the  time  of  soeh 
allotment  or  conveyance  of  the  premises,  then  to  the  use 
of  W.  S.  Jones  in  fee.     And  it  was  further  ordered,  tbit 
the  premises  so  to  be  allotted  to  the  defendants,  Joseph 
Johnson,  Sarah  Gardner,  Henry  Arnett,  and  Elizabeth 
Jane,  his  wife,  should  be  conveyed  to  them  in  fee  simple, 
in  such  parts  and  proportions,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the; 
might  direct.     And  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  two 
several  leases,  dated  respectively  the  3rd  of  November, 
18^,  from  Richard  Hall,  the  son,  to  the  defendaots,  Jo- 
seph Johnson  and  James  Gardner,  and  also  the  lease  from 
Richard  Hall,  the  son,  to  the  defendant,  James  Gardner, 
dated  29th  of  May,  1819,  were  not  binding  as  to  the  third 
part  or  share  of  the  plaintiff,  William  Standard  Jones,  of 
and  in  the  estates  and  premises  in  the  said  pleadings  men- 
tioned.   And  it  was  thereby  referred  to  the  Master  to  take 
an  account  of  all  the  rents  and  profits  from  the  death  of 
Richard  Hall,  in  the  said  pleadings  named,  of  the  mes- 
suages and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  called  the 
George  Inn,  and  of  all  and  singular  other  the  messuages 
or  tenements,  lands,  and  premises,  contained  in  the  said 
indenture  of  lease,  bearing  date,  &c.  (the  lease  to  John- 
son).    And  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  defendants, 
Johnson,  Smith,  and  Miller,  should  be  charged  with  a  fair 
occupation  rent,  from  the  decease  of  the  said  Richard 
Hall,  in  respect  of  such  messuages  or  tenements,  lands  and 
premises ;  and  it  was  thereby  referred  to  the  Master  to 
take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  from  the  death 
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of  the  said  Richard  Hall,  of  all  and  singular  the  messuages 
and  premises  contained  in  the  two  several  indentures  of 
lease,  bearing  date,  &c.  (the  leases  to  Gardner) ;  and  that 
the  defendants,  Sarah  Gardner,  Henry  Arnett,  and  Eliza- 
beth his  wife,  be  charged  with  a  fair  occupation  rent,  from 
the  decease  of  the  said  Richard  Hall,  in  respect  of  such 
messuages  and  premises,  &c. 

The  main  object  of  the  defendants,  in  seeking  to  vary 
the  decree,  was  to  have  those  parts  of  it  altered  which  re- 
lated to  the  appointment  of  the  commissioners  and  the 
division  of  the  property,  and  which  declared  the  leases  to 
be  void  as  against  William  Standard  Jones. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Phillimore  for  the  plaintiffs,  in 
support  of  the  decree. — The  purchase  made  by  Johnson 
was  legally  of  the  whole  of  Richard  Jones's  share,  though 
he  afterwards  agreed  to  divide  that  share  with  Gardner. 
By  the  terms  of  the  contract  between  Johnson  and 
Richard  Jones,  the  latter  was  to  convey  to  Johnson,  or  as 
he  should  direct.  His  directing  a  portion  of  the  property 
to  be  conveyed  to  Gardner  does  not  vary  the  nature 
of  the  original  contract,  which  was  solely  between 
Johnson  and  Richard  Jones.  Therefore,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  suit,  Johnson  must  be  considered  as  having  pur- 
chased the  entire  share  of  Richard  Jones. 

With  respect  to  the  leases,  it  is  clear  that  they  were 
invalid  in  their  inception,  having  been  made  by  a  party 
who  was  only  tenant  for  life ;  but  it  is  contended  that  they 
are  rendered  valid  by  the  memorandum  of  confirmation. 
[The  Lord  ChieJ  Baron, — Against  Edward  Jones  only, 
not  against  the  minors.]  Unless  all  have  confirmed,  the 
leases  are  void.  The  parties  being  tenants  in  common,  no 
lease  of  the  whole,  by  one  only,  would  be  good  against  any. 
One  tenant  in  common  cannot  grant  a  lease  of  any  part. 
It  must  be  a  joint  lease  by  all  or  none.  No  man  can  have 
a  right  of  possession  against  a  tenant  in  common,  who  has 
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1837*  not  executed  a  lease.  [The  Lard  Chirf  Baron.^k 
tenant  in  common  may  lease  his  undivided  part]  Thil 
would  only  entitle  the  lessee  to  rents  and  profits,  but  not 
to  possession.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  places  the 
lessee  for  the  time  being  in  the  same  situation  as  the  tenant 
in  common  himself.]  A  lease  is  a  demise  of  a  right  of 
possession;  and  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  conveys 
right  of  exclusive  possession.  Here,  the  lease  purports 
to  be  of  the  whole  estate  under  a  reserved  rent  recove^ 
able  upon  the  whole.  Except  it  is  a  good  lease  of  the 
wholci  it  is  a  good  lease  of  nothing.  It  will  not  operate 
AS  a  good  lease  of  an  undivided  third  part.  Upon  the 
covenant  to  pay  rent,  you  could  not  bring  an  action  for  s 
portion.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  is  clear  that  t 
court  of  equity  would  compel  the  execution  of  a  lease  of 
one  third  in  that  case.]  At  any  rate,  the  Court  canaot 
make  a  declaration  as  to  the  validity  of  the  lease  io  a  biO 
of  partition.  If  the  bill  had  been  to  set  aside  the  ieaiei 
it  would  have  been  multifarious. 

It  is  asked  to  make  a  special  decree.  But  in  case  of 
partition,  the  Court  has  less  discretion  than  usuaL  It  has 
a  mere  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  a  court  of  law  as  to  a 
writ  of  partition.  The  Court  is,  what  the  Chancellor  is  on 
the  common  law  partition,  namely^  the  issuer  of  the  writ 
The  court  of  equity  issues  it  under  its  seal.  The  form 
of  the  writ  is  matter  of  notoriety.  If  Lord  Lyndhurstt 
decree  is  varied,  it  will  be  a  case  of  the  first  impressioDi 
There  is  no  case  in  which  the  form  of  the  commission^  or 
of  the  order  for  the  commission,  has  ever  been  varied. 
When  the  title  is  proved,  as  it  is  in  this  case,  the  Court 
declares  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  a  commission.  Upon  a 
writ  of  partition  at  law,  when  the  party  had  proved  hie 
right,  the  Court  t)rdered  the  jury  to  be  summoned.  The 
duty  of  the  Court  in  ordering  it,  and  the  duty  of  the  joryi 
were  distinct.  So  the  duty  of  a  court  of  equity  in  ordering 
the  commission,  and  the  duty  of  the  conuniasionersy  are 
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dUtinct.  If  the  matter  were  within  the  cognizance  of  the  18d7« 
Court,  commissioners  would  not  have  been  appointed,  but 
there  would  have  been  a  reference  to  the  Master.  [The 
hord  Chief  Baron. — That  may  be  an  argument  against  the 
Court  reviewing  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners, 
but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  applies  here.]  We  contend 
that  there  is  no  instance  in  which  the  Court  has  given  any 
ipecific  direction  as  to  the  writ  of  partition.  The  Court 
can  only  make  partition  of  the  original  estate  in  common. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  say  that  the  plaintifTs  shall 
not  have  two-thirds  of  the  entire  estate,  but  two-thirds  of 
a  part  here,  and  two-thirds  of  a  part  there.  That  would  be 
to  let  in  the  mischiefs  contemplated  by  the  statute  (a). 
The  Court,  therefore,  will  make  division  of  the  property 
without  reference  to  existing  circumstances,  upon  the 
ground  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  create  a  parti- 
cular interest  in  the  property,  either  for  himself  or  any 
other  party,  to  the  detriment  of  the  other  tenants  in 
common:  Warner  v.  Baynes  (6),  Low  v.  Franks  (c). 
Swan  V.  Swan  (d),  Seion  on  Decrees,  488. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Bichner^  for  the  defendants, 
Johnson,  and  the  executors  of  Johnson  the  father. — The 
first  question  is,  whether  a  declaration  can  be  made  against 
the  validity  of  the  leases  in  a  suit  framed  like  the  present. 
The  principal  plaintiffs  are  Story,  who  purchased  Edward 
Jones's  share  after  the  confirmation ;  Edward  Jones,  who 
has  a  remaining  interest  in  consequence  of  the  annuity ; 
William  S.  Jones,  who  quoad  the  confirmation, is  a  stranger; 
and  Richard  Jones,  the  remaining  tenant  in  common,  and 
who  sold  his  interest  in  the  prembes  to  Johnson  and  Gard- 
ner. Now,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  Edward  Jones  could 
impeach  these  leases.  In  the  absence  oC  any  fraud,  and 
he  alleges  no  fraud  against  the  defendants,  he  must  be 

(a)  31  Hen.  YIII.  c.  1.  (c)  1  Molloy,  13?. 

{fi)  Amb.  689.  \d)  8  Price,  518. 
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bound  by  his  own  deeds.  If,  then,  as  against  him  tbe 
leases  are  good,  how  can  they  be  impeached  in  a  suit  in 
which  he  is  a  co-plaintiff?  The  plaintiffs  are  married 
together  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit.  An  instrument  or 
act  which  is  binding  on  one  is  binding  on  all.  No  two  per- 
sons can  stand  together  as  plaintiffs,  the  one  admitting 
and  the  other  denying  the  validity  of  a  deed :  Wentwarik 
V.  Turner  {a),  Hunter  v.  Richardson  (b),  Cholmandeley  f. 
Clinton  (c),  Jones  v.  Garcia  del  Rio  (d).  Bill  y.  Cure- 
ton  (e).  And  the  general  rule,  that  the  plaintiffs  must  hafe 
a  community  of  interest,  has  been  settled  by  a  variety  of 
cases,  ending  with  Glt/n  v.  Scares  (/)•  It  is  obvious, 
therefore,  that  so  much  of  the  decree  as  declares  tliese 
leases  void  against  any  party  is  erroneous.  Wkaley  «• 
Dawson  (g). 

Again,  the  decree  is  erroneous  in  directing  that  the 
whole  property  shall  be  divided  into  thirds.  It  is  said  that 
the  conveyances  to  Johnson  and  Gardner  only  operated  as 
a  conveyance  of  an  undivided  third  of  the  whole.  The  pro- 
position is,  in  truth,  that  a  roan  having  an  undivided  tturd 
part  in  a  property  held  in  common,  cannot  convey  a  por- 
tion of  it  to  any  person.  Is  it  meant  to  be  contended,  that 
before  the  statute  of  Henry  8th  one  tenant  in  common 
could  not  convey  in  this  manner  ?  Yet  that  statute  does 
not  alter  the  law,  but  only  gives  power  to  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon, or  joint-tenant,  to  compel  a  partition.  The  convey- 
ance of  one  third  in  different  portions  to  different  parties, 
does  not  prevent  the  other  tenants  in  common  from  hold- 
ing as  they  did  before.  They  would  hold  the  George  Inn 
in  common  with  Johnson,  and  the  rest  of  the  property  with 
Gardner.  Your  Lordship,  on  some  former  proceedings  in 
this  suit,  put  a  question  which  decides  the  whole  case. 


(a)  3  Ves.  3. 

(b)  6  Madd.  89. 

(c)  Turn.  &  Russ.  107. 
(<0  Ibid.  297. 


(f)  2  M.  &  K.  503. 
(/)  3  M.  &  K.  460. 
{g)  2  Sch.  &  L.  367. 
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Suppose  several  persons  to  hold  lands  in  Yorkshire  and  in        1837;. 

Middlesex,  under  one  title,  as  tenants  in  common,  could 

'  '  ...  Story 

not  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  deal  with  his  interest  in  v. 

each  county  as  he  thought  fit?  Could  it  be  contended, 
that  having  sold  his  interest  in  one  county^  the  purchaser 
might  afterwards,  on  a  partition,  be  compelled  to  take  an 
interest  in  the  other  county  ?  Such  a  proposition  is  not 
only  contrary  to  justice,  but  at  variance  with  the  authori- 
ties. In  a  case  mentioned  by  Viner  {a),  thirteen  men 
having  joined  in  the  purchase  of  a  manor,  the  conveyance 
was  of  a  moiety  to  one  of  them  in  fee,  and  the  other  moiety 
to  the  other  twelve  in  fee :  the  twelve  made  a  feeoffment 
to  J.  S.  of  twelve  several  tenements,  and  J.  S.  made  twelve 
several  feofiments  to  those  twelve ;  now  the  thirteenth 
man  who  had  the  other  moiety,  brought  one  writ  of  parti- 
tion against  them  all,  pretending  that  they  held  insimul  et 
pro  indiviso;  and  by  the  opinion  of  the  whole  Court  it 
would  not  lie  ,but  he  ought  to  have  brought  several  writs. 
Other  authorities  incidentally  illustrate  the  same  propo- 
sition :  Co.  Liu.  186.  b.  193.  b.  If  one  joint-tenant  can 
bind  his  companion  surviving  him,  by  a  lease  for  years 
herbagii  ierrce,  it  follows  a  fortiori  that  he  can  grant  a 
portion  of  the  estate  itself.  The  inconvenience  arising  to 
the  companion  cannot  be  greater  in  the  one  case  than  in 
the  other. 

Upon  these  authorities  it  is  submitted  that  the  decree 
directing  the  property  to  be  divided  into  thirds,  and 
directing  mutual  conveyances  of  the  several  thirds  to  the 
respective  parties,  is  erroneous.  Certainly,  if  the  de- 
cree be  acted  upon  in  this  respect,  the  effect  will  be  to 
merge  the  interest  of  Johnson  in  that  of  W.  S.  Jones  and 
Story.  It  is  said  that  a  partition  in  equity  is  a  matter  of 
rights  and  that  the  Court  has  no  power  to  direct  a  parti- 
tion in  any  other  than  the  ordinary  form.     There  is  no 

(a)  Anan.  Brownl.  157;  S.  C.  16  Viner  Abr.,  Partition  (S.),  pi.  14. 
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f uthority,  however,  for  that  proposition ;  on  the  contnry, 
it  is  clear,  from  several  cases,  that  the  Court,  io  directiiig 
a  partition,  will  have  regard  to  all  equitable  circumstaneesi 
and  will  give  special  directions  to  the  commissioners,  or 
even  name  the  commissioners.  Swan  v.  Stoan  (a),  which 
has  been  cited  for  the  plaintiffs,  is  rather  an  authm^ 
against  them.  What  was  the  result  of  that  case?  No 
commission  was  granted.  The  tenant  in  common  was  is 
possession,  and  had  laid  out  money  on  the  premises;  lol 
although  it  was  asserted  that  a  commission  of  partition  wif 
a  matter  of  right,  and  the  Court  had  nothing  to  do  but  Io 
issue  the  writ,  yet  the  Court  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  tin 
nature  and  value  of  the  improvements.  Again,  in  die 
case  of  Lord  Clarendon  v.  Hornby  (6),  where  there  weic 
two  parties,  one  having  two-thirds,  and  the  other  om* 
t)iird  of  the  estate.  Lord  Macclesfield  directed  that  the 
party  having  the  two-thirds  should  have  the  bouse  and 
park,  making  compensation  to  the  other  party. 

There  is  another  objection  to  the  decree,  namdy,  as  to 
the  mode  of  appointing  the  commissioners.  TheeSectof 
the  decree,  in  this  respect,  is  to  give  a  majority  of  tbe 
commissioners  to  Story  and  W.  S.  Jones*  The  cammi*' 
sion  should  be  directed  to  persons  to  be  therein  named, 
and  the  order  should  be  that  each  party  do  join  in  strikiog 
commissioners:  Smithy.  Ilderton{c),  Watson  Y.Duke^ 
Northumberland  (d),  Smith  Chan.  Pr.  860. 

Mr.  Lane,  for  the  defendants,  the  representatives  of 
Gardner,  was  proceeding  to  address  the  Court,  when  tk 
plaintiffs'  counsel  objected  that  he  could  not  be  heaidf 
inasmuch  as  the  parties  for  whom  he  appeare4  had  noi 
joined  in  the  petition  of  rehearing. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  common  justice  hehM 

(a)  8  Price,  518.  (e)  In  Ch.  not  reported. 

(6)  1  P.  W.  446.  (d)  11  Ves.  163. 
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a  right  to  be  heard  upon  the  whole  of  the  matters  that        1837. 
affect  his  clients. 


Lane  then  proceeded   with  his  argument^  addressing 
himself  principally  to  the  evidence  in  the  causes 

Mr.  Temple^  in  reply. — The  objection  as  to  misjoinder 
of  the  plaintiffs  only  holds  on  demurrer ;  not  after  years 
have  elapsed  and  a  decree  has  been  had.  It  is,  in  fact,  an 
objection  for  multifariousness;  and  that  can  only  be  dis- 
posed of  by  demurrer.  The  question  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  leases  might  be  decided  with  proper  materials,  but  the 
leases  cannot  be  declared  valid  against  Edward  Jones 
%rithout  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
were  made.  [^The  Lord  Chief  fiaron.— The  bill  suggests 
no  fraud  upon  Edward  Jones  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  confirmation.]  It  was  deah'ng  with  an  expectancy, 
and  the  defendants  ought  to  shew  that  the  confirmation 
was  founded  on  good  consideration.  If  the  lease  is  void 
at  law  it  cannot  be  set  up  in  equity.  Upon  the  main  ob<> 
Jection,  as  to  the  rights  of  division,  it  has  never  yet  been 
heard  that  a  tenant  in  common,  who  has  done  nothing  to 
embarrass  the  estate,  coming  here  for  a  partition,  is  to  have 
his  bill  dismissed  because  somebody  else  has  embrangled 
his  part  of  the  estate.  No  decree  for  partition  has  ever 
yet  been  made  in  which  the  estates  created  by  the  parti- 
tion have  not  been  made  to  correspond  with  the  estates 
created  by  the  original  trust.  Here,  the  estate  having 
been  an  estate  in  common  in  thirds,  the  partition  must  be 
fai  thirds.  Originally  partition  could  only  have  been  had 
hi  respect  of  the  estates  of  parceners,  who  were  a  given 
set  of  persons.  Richard  Jones  could  not  make  a  tenancy 
in  common  different  from  that  made  by  the  testator's  will ; 
and  his  assignees  take  with  knowledge  of  the  will.  How 
could  he  place  his  assigness  in  a  better  position  than 
himself?    In  Clarendon  v.  Hornby ^  Lord  Macclesfield  re* 
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commended  a  particular  mode  of  division,  but  he  did  not 
say  that  he  could  enforce  his  recommendation  by  adecree, 
nor  was  the  decree  in  that  case  made  with  any  such  re- 
commendation. Lord  Eldon  felt  the  same  diflScuIty  m 
Watson  V.  The  Duke  of  Northumberland^  and  probaUy 
what  was  there  done  was  done  by  consent.  The  case  in 
Brownlow  is  at  variance  with  all  the  other  authorities, 
a  circumstance  which  is  noticed  in  Allnatt  on  PartitioM, 
The  right  of  partition  cannot  be  affected  by  the  sub-con- 
tract of  a  tenant  in  common. 

My  BtL  ^^^  Lord  Chief  Baron. — ^This  is  a  rehearing  of  a 
cause  that  was  the  subject  of  a  decree  of  Lord  £ya^ 
hurst,  upon  a  bill  of  partition  of  certain  lands  in  the  countj 
of  Sussex,  comprising,  amongst  other  premises,  an  inn  or 
public-house  and  nine  acres  of  land,  placed  under  peco- 
liar  circumstances.  It  appears,  by  the  undisputed  fiictsof 
the  case,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  admitted  by  the  answer,  and 
proved  by  the  evidence,  that  Richard  Hall  was,  onder 
the  will  of  a  relation,  seized  as  tenant  in  tail  (a),  of  the 
premises  in  question,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  Edward 
Jones,  William  Standard  Jones,  and  Richard  Jones,  is 
tenants  in  common.  The  premises  consisted  of  a  certain 
estate  in  the  parish  of  I6eld,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  and 
of  an  inn  called  the  George  Inn,  at  Crawley,  in  the  same 
parish.  It  appeared  that  Mr.  Hall,  during  his  lifetime, 
granted  a  lease  of  the  George  Inn  and  some  cottageii 
with  about  nine  acres  of  land,  to  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Johnson,  the  original  defendant  in  this  cause,  for  twenty- 
one  years ;  and  that  he  also  granted  leases,  one  or  more,  tot 
person  of  the  name  of  Gardner,  of  certain  other  premisei 
forming  part  of  the  estate  in  question,  for  the  same  tens. 
In  1821,  during  the  lifetime  of  Hall,  the  tenant  in  tail, 

(a)  At  the  original  hearing  it      or  in  tail,  but  for  the  porposei  of 
was   made   a   question   whether     the  rehearing  it  was  immateriiL 
Richard  Hall  was  tenant  for  life 
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of  the  said  Richard  Hall,  of  all  and  singular  the  messuages  1837. 
and  premises  contained  in  the  two  several  indentures  of 
lease,  bearing  date,  &c.  (the  leases  to  Gardner) ;  and  that 
the  defendants,  Sarah  Gardner,  Henry  Arnett,  and  Eliza- 
beth his  wife,  be  charged  with  a  fair  occupation  rent,  from 
the  decease  of  the  said  Richard  Hall,  in  respect  of  such 
messuages  and  premises,  &c. 

The  main  object  of  the  defendants,  in  seeking  to  vary 
the  decree,  was  to  have  those  parts  of  it  altered  which  re- 
lated to  the  appointment  of  the  commissioners  and  the 
division  of  the  property,  and  which  declared  the  leases  to 
be  void  as  against  William  Standard  Jones. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Phillimore  for  the  plaintiffs,  in 
support  of  the  decree. — The  purchase  made  by  Johnson 
was  legally  of  the  whole  of  Richard  Jones's  share,  though 
he  afterwards  agreed  to  divide  that  share  with  Gardner. 
By  the  terms  of  the  contract  between  Johnson  and 
Richard  Jones,  the  latter  was  to  convey  to  Johnson,  or  as 
he  should  direct.  His  directing  a  portion  of  the  property 
to  be  conveyed  to  Gardner  does  not  vary  the  nature 
of  the  original  contract,  which  was  solely  between 
Johnson  and  Richard  Jones.  Therefore,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  suit,  Johnson  must  be  considered  as  having  pur- 
chased the  entire  share  of  Richard  Jones. 

With  respect  to  tiie  leases,  it  is  clear  that  they  were 
invalid  in  their  inception,  having  been  made  by  a  party 
who  was  only  tenant  for  life ;  but  it  is  contended  that  they 
are  rendered  valid  by  the  memorandum  of  confirmation. 
[The  Lord  ChieJ  Baron. — Against  Edward  Jones  only, 
not  against  the  minors.]  Unless  all  have  conBrmed,  the 
leases  are  void.  The  parties  being  tenants  in  common,  no 
lease  of  the  whole,  by  one  only,  would  be  good  against  any. 
One  tenant  in  common  cannot  grant  a  lease  of  any  part. 
It  must  be  a  joint  lease  by  all  or  none.  No  man  can  have 
a  right  of  possession  against  a  tenant  in  common,  who  has 
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1897*  not  executed  a  lease.  [The  Lord  Chirf  Baron. — A 
tenant  in  common  may  lease  his  undivided  part]  That 
would  only  entitle  the  lessee  to  rents  and  profits,  but  not 
to  possession.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  places  the 
lessee  for  the  time  being  in  the  same  situation  as  the  tenant 
in  common  himself.]  A  lease  is  a  demise  of  a  right  of 
possession;  and  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  convey  a 
right  of  exclusive  possession.  Here,  the  lease  purports 
to  be  of  the  whole  estate  under  a  reserved  rent  recover* 
able  upon  the  whole.  Except  it  is  a  good  lease  of  the 
whole,  it  is  a  good  lease  of  nothing.  It  will  not  operate 
as  a  good  lease  of  an  undivided  third  part.  Upon  the 
covenant  to  pay  rent,  you  could  not  bring  an  action  for  a 
portion.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — It  is  clear  that  a 
court  of  equity  would  compel  the  execution  of  a  lease  of 
one  third  in  that  case.]  At  any  rate,  the  Court  cannot 
make  a  declaration  as  to  the  validity  of  the  lease  in  a  bill 
of  partition.  If  the  bill  had  been  to  set  aside  the  lease, 
it  would  have  been  multifarious. 

It  is  asked  to  make  a  special  decree.  But  in  case  of 
partition,  the  Court  has  less  discretion  than  usual.  It  has 
a  mere  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  a  court  of  law  as  to  a 
writ  of  partition.  The  Court  is,  what  the  Chancellor  is  on 
the  common  law  partition,  namely,  the  issuer  of  the  writ. 
The  court  of  equity  issues  it  under  its  seal.  The  form 
of  the  writ  is  matter  of  notoriety.  If  Lord  Lyndkursd 
decree  is  varied,  it  will  be  a  case  of  the  first  impression- 
There  is  no  case  in  which  the  form  of  the  commission,  <» 
of  the  order  for  the  commission,  has  ever  been  varied. 
When  the  title  is  proved,  as  it  is  in  this  case,  the  Court 
declares  the  plaintiff*  entitled  to  a  commission.  Upon  a 
writ  of  partition  at  law,  when  the  party  had  proved  his 
right,  the  Court  ^ordered  the  jury  to  be  summoned.  The 
duty  of  the  Court  in  ordering  it,  and  the  duty  of  the  jury, 
were  distinct.  So  the  duty  of  a  court  of  equity  in  ordering 
the  commission,  and  the  duty  of  the  commissioners^  are 
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distinct.  If  the  matter  were  within  the  cognizance  of  the 
Court,  commissioners  would  not  have  been  appointed,  but 
there  would  have  been  a  reference  to  the  Master.  [The 
Lord  Chief  Baron. — That  may  be  an  argument  against  the 
Court  reviewing  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners, 
but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  applies  here.]  We  contend 
that  there  is  no  instance  in  which  the  Court  has  given  any 
specific  direction  as  to  the  writ  of  partition.  The  Court 
can  only  make  partition  of  the  original  estate  in  common. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  say  that  the  plaintiffs  shall 
not  have  two-thirds  of  the  entire  estate,  but  two-thirds  of 
a  part  here,  and  two-thirds  of  a  part  there.  That  would  be 
to  let  in  the  mischiefs  contemplated  by  the  statute  (a). 
The  Court,  therefore,  will  make  division  of  the  property 
without  reference  to  existing  circumstances,  upon  the 
ground  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  create  a  parti- 
cular interest  in  the  property,  either  for  himself  or  any 
other  party,  to  the  detriment  of  the  other  tenants  in 
common:  Warner  v.  Baynes  (6),  Low  v.  Franks  (c), 
Swan  V.  Swan  (d),  Seton  on  Decrees^  488. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Bichner^  for  the  defendants, 
Johnson,  and  the  executors  of  Johnson  the  father. — The 
first  question  is,  whether  a  declaration  can  be  made  against 
the  validity  of  the  leases  in  a  suit  framed  like  the  present. 
The  principal  plaintiffs  are  Story,  who  purchased  Edward 
Jones's  share  after  the  confirmation ;  Edward  Jones,  who 
bas  a  remaining  interest  in  consequence  of  the  annuity ; 
William  S.  Jones,  who  quoad  the  confirmation, is  a  stranger; 
and  Richard  Jones,  the  remaining  tenant  in  common,  and 
who  sold  his  interest  in  the  prembes  to  Johnson  and  Gard- 
ner. Now,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  Edward  Jones  could 
impeach  these  leases.  In  the  absence  o£  any  fraud,  and 
he  alleges  no  fraud  against  the  defendants,  he  must  be 

(a)  31  Hen.  YIII.  c.  1.  (c)  1  Molloy,  13?. 

(h)  Amb.  689.  (d)  8  Price,  518. 
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1837*  bound  by  his  own  deeds.  If,  then,  as  against  him  the 
leases  are  good,  how  can  they  be  impeached  in  a  suit  in 
which  he  is  a  co-plaintiff?  The  plaintiffs  are  married 
together  for  the  purposes  of  the  suit.  An  instrument  or 
act  which  is  binding  on  one  is  binding  on  all.  No  two  per- 
sons can  stand  together  as  plaintiffs,  the  one  admitting 
and  the  other  denying  the  validity  of  a  deed:  Weniworth 
V.  Turner  (a),  Hunter  v.  Richardson  (b),  Cholmondeley  v. 
Clinton  (c),  Jones  v.  Garcia  del  Rio  (rf).  Bill  v.  Cure- 
ion  (e).  And  the  general  rule,  that  the  plaintiffs  must  have 
a  community  of  interest,  has  been  settled  by  a  variety  of 
cases,  ending  with  Glyn  v.  Soares  (J).  It  is  obvious, 
therefore,  that  so  much  of  the  decree  as  declares  titese 
leases  void  against  any  party  is  erroneous.  Whaley  v. 
Dawson  (g). 

Again,  the  decree  is  erroneous  in  directing  that  the 
whoic  property  siiall  he  divided  into  thirds.  It  is  said  that 
the  conveyances  to  Johnson  and  Gardner  only  operated  as 
a  conveyance  of  an  undivided  third  of  the  whole.  The  pro- 
position is,  in  truth,  that  a  roan  having  an  undivided  third 
part  in  a  property  held  in  common^  cannot  convey  a  por- 
tion of  it  to  any  person.  Is  it  meant  to  be  contended,  that 
before  the  statute  of  Henry  8th  one  tenant  in  common 
could  not  convey  in  this  manner?  Yet  that  statute  does 
not  alter  the  law,  but  only  gives  power  to  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon, or  joint-tenant,  to  compel  a  partition.  The  convey- 
ance of  one  third  in  different  portions  to  different  parties, 
does  not  prevent  the  other  tenants  in  common  from  hold- 
ing as  they  did  before.  They  would  hold  the  George  Ina 
in  common  with  Johnson,  and  the  rest  of  the  property  with 
Gardner.  Your  Lordship,  on  some  former  proceedings  in 
this  suit,  put  a  question  which  decides  the  whole  case. 

(a)  3  Ves.  3.  (f)  2  M.  &  K.  503. 

(b)  6  Madd.  89.  (/)  3  M.  &  K.  450. 

(c)  Turn.  &  Russ.  107.  (g)  2  Sch.  &  L.  367. 
(<0  Ibid.  297. 
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Suppose  several  persons  to  hold  lands  in  Yorkshire  and  in  1837^ 
Middlesex,  under  one  title,  as  tenants  in  common,  could 
not  one  of  the  tenants  in  common  deal  with  his  interest  in 
each  county  as  he  thought  fit?  Could  it  be  contended, 
that  having  sold  his  interest  in  one  county,  the  purchaser 
might  afterwards,  on  a  partition,  be  compelled  to  take  an 
interest  in  the  other  county  ?  Such  a  proposition  is  not 
only  contrary  to  justice,  but  at  variance  with  the  authori- 
ties. In  a  case  mentioned  by  Finer  (a),  thirteen  men 
having  joined  in  the  purchase  of  a  manor,  the  conveyance 
was  of  a  moiety  to  one  of  them  in  fee,  and  the  other  moiety 
to  the  other  twelve  in  fee :  the  twelve  made  a  feeoffment 
to  J.  S.  of  twelve  several  tenements,  and  J.  S.  made  twelve 
several  feofiments  to  those  twelve;  now  the  thirteenth 
man  who  had  the  other  moiety,  brought  one  writ  of  parti- 
tion against  them  all,  pretending  that  they  held  insimul  ei 
pro  indiviso;  and  by  the  opinion  of  the  whole  Court  it 
would  not  lie  ,but  he  ought  to  have  brought  several  writs. 
Other  authorities  incidentally  illustrate  the  same  propo- 
sition :  Co.  Liu.  186.  b.  193.  b.  If  one  joint-tenant  can 
bind  his  companion  surviving  him,  by  a  lease  for  years 
herbagii  ierrce,  it  follows  a  fortiori  that  he  can  grant  a 
portion  of  the  estate  itself.  The  inconvenience  arising  to 
the  companion  cannot  be  greater  in  the  one  case  than  in 
the  other. 

Upon  these  authorities  it  is  submitted  that  the  decree 
directing  the  property  to  be  divided  into  thirds,  and 
directing  mutual  conveyances  of  the  several  thirds  to  the 
respective  parties,  is  erroneous.  Certainly,  if  the  de- 
cree be  acted  upon  in  this  respect,  the  effect  will  be  to 
merge  the  interest  of  Johnson  in  that  of  W.  S.  Jones  and 
Story.  It  is  said  that  a  partition  in  equity  is  a  matter  of 
right,  and  that  the  Court  has  no  power  to  direct  a  parti- 
tion in  any  other  than  the  ordinary  form.     There  is  no 

(a)  Anon.  Brownl.  157;  S.  C.  16  Yiner  Abr.,  PartitiOD  (S.),  pi.  14. 
VOL.  II.  R  R  £Q.  EX. 
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1837*        authorityi  however,  for  that  propoution ;  oo  the  contrary, 
Stort        ^^  ^^  clear,  from  several  cases,  that  the  Court,  in  directing 
0-  a  partition,  will  have  regard  to  all  equitable  circumstances, 

and  will  give  special  directions  to  the  commissioners,  or 
even  name  the  commissioners.  Swan  v.  Swan  (a),  which 
has  been  cited  for  the  plaintiffs,  is  rather  an  authority 
against  them.  What  was  the  result  of  that  case  ?  No 
commission  was  granted.  The  tenant  in  common  was  in 
possession,  and  had  laid  out  money  on  the  premises ;  and 
although  it  was  asserted  that  a  commission  of  partition  was 
a  matter  of  right,  and  the  Court  had  nothing  to  do  but  to 
issue  the  writ,  yet  the  Court  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
nature  and  value  of  the  improvements.  Again,  in  the 
case  of  Lord  Clarendon  v.  Hornby  (6),  where  there  were 
two  parties,  one  having  two-thirds,  and  the  other  one- 
t)iird  of  the  estate.  Lord  Macclesfield  directed  that  the 
party  having  the  two-thirds  should  have  the  house  and 
park,  making  compensation  to  the  other  party. 

There  is  another  objection  to  the  decree,  namely,  as  to 
the  mode  of  appointing  the  commissioners.  The  effect  of 
the  decree,  in  this  respect,  is  to  give  a  majority  of  the 
commissioners  to  Story  and  W.  S.  Jones.  The  commis- 
sion should  be  directed  to  persons  to  be  therein  named, 
and  the  order  should  be  that  each  party  do  join  in  atrikiog 
commissioners :  Smith  v.  Ilderion{c),  Watson  ▼•  Duke  rf 
Northumberland  (d).  Smith  Chan.  Pr.  860. 

Mr.  LanCf  for  the  defendants,  the  representatives  of 
Gardner,  was  proceeding  to  address  the  Court,  when  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel  objected  that  he  could  not  be  hesrd, 
inasmuch  as  the  parties  for  whom  he  appeared  had  not 
joined  in  the  petition  of  rehearing. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — In  common  justice  he  hu 

(a)  8  Price,  518.  (e)  In  Ch.  not  reported. 

(6)  1  P.  W.  446.  (d)  11  Yes.  16a 


Story 

V. 

Johnson. 
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a  right  to  be  heard  upon  the  whole  of  the  matters  that 
affect  his  clients. 

Lane  then  proceeded   with  his  argument,  addressing 
himself  principally  to  the  evidence  in  the  causes 

Mr.  Temple,  in  reply. — The  objection  as  to  misjoinder 
of  the  plaintiffs  only  holds  on  demurrer ;  not  after  years 
have  elapsed  and  a  decree  has  been  had.  It  is,  in  fact,  an 
objection  for  multifariousness;  and  that  can  only  be  dis- 
posed of  by  demurrer.  The  question  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  leases  might  be  decided  with  proper  materials,  but  the 
leases  cannot  be  declared  valid  against  Edward  Jones 
without  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
were  made.  ITke  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  bill  suggests 
no  fraud  upon  Edward  Jones  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  confirmation.]  It  was  dealing  with  an  expectancy, 
and  the  defendants  ought  to  shew  that  the  confirmation 
was  founded  on  good  consideration.  If  the  lease  is  void 
at  law  it  cannot  be  set  up  in  equity.  Upon  the  main  oh-* 
jection,  as  to  the  rights  of  division,  it  has  never  yet  been 
heard  that  a  tenant  in  common,  who  has  done  nothing  to 
embarrass  the  estate,  coming  here  for  a  partition,  is  to  have 
his  bill  dismissed  because  somebody  else  has  embrangled 
his  part  of  the  estate.  No  decree  for  partition  has  ever 
yet  been  made  in  which  the  estates  created  by  the  parti- 
tion have  not  been  made  to  correspond  with  the  estates 
created  by  the  original  trust.  Here,  the  estate  having 
been  an  estate  in  common  in  thirds,  the  partition  must  be 
in  thirds.  Originally  partition  could  only  have  been  had 
in  respect  of  the  estates  of  parceners,  who  were  a  given 
set  of  persons.  Richard  Jones  could  not  make  a  tenancy 
in  common  different  from  that  made  by  the  testator's  itill ; 
and  his  assignees  take  with  knowledge  of  the  will.  How 
could  he  place  his  assigness  in  a  better  position  than 
himself?    In  Clarendon  v.  Hornby ,  Lord  Macclesfield  re- 
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18d7.  commended  a  particular  mode  of  division,  but  he  did  not 
say  that  he  could  enforce  his  recommendation  by  adecree^ 
nor  was  the  decree  in  that  case  made  with  any  such  re- 
commendation. Lord  Eldon  felt  the  same  difBculty  in 
Watson  V.  The  Duke  of  Northumberland^  and  probably 
what  was  there  done  was  done  by  consent.  The  case  in 
Brownlow  is  at  variance  with  all  the  other  authorities, 
a  circumstance  which  is  noticed  in  Allnatt  on  Partition, 
The  right  of  partition  cannot  be  affected  by  the  sub-con- 
tract of  a  tenant  in  common. 

Jtd^Sth.  ^^^  Lord  Chief  Baron. — This  is  a  rehearing  of  a 
cause  that  was  the  subject  of  a  decree  of  Lord  Lynd' 
hurst ^  upon  a  bill  of  partition  of  certain  lands  in  the  county 
of  Sussex,  comprising,  amongst  other  premises,  an  inn  or 
public-house  and  nine  acres  of  land,  placed  under  pecu- 
liar circumstances.  It  appears,  by  the  undisputed  facts  of 
the  case,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  admitted  by  the  answer,  and 
proved  by  the  evidence,  that  Richard  Hall  was,  under 
the  will  of  a  relation,  seized  as  tenant  in  tail  (a),  of  the 
premises  in  question,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  Edward 
Jones,  William  Standard  Jones,  and  Richard  Jones,  as 
tenants  in  common.  The  premises  consisted  of  a  certain 
estate  in  the  parish  of  Ifield,  in  the  county  of  Sussex^  and 
of  an  inn  called  the  George  Inn,  at  Crawley,  in  the  same 
parish.  It  appeared  that  Mr.  Hall,  during  his  lifetime, 
granted  a  lease  of  the  George  Inn  and  some  cottages, 
with  about  nine  acres  of  land,  to  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Johnson,  the  original  defendant  in  this  cause,  for  twenty- 
one  years ;  and  that  he  also  granted  leases,  one  or  more,  tea 
person  of  the  name  of  Gardner,  of  certain  other  premises 
forming  part  of  the  estate  in  question,  for  the  same  term. 
In  1821,  during  the  lifetime  of  Hall,  the  tenant  in  tail, 

(a)  At  the  original  hearing  it      or  in  tul,  but  for  the  parposes  of 
was    made   a   question   whether     the  rehearing  it  was  immaterisL 
Richard  Hall  was  tenant  for  life 
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Edward  Jones,  who  was  then  of  age,  and  William  Stand- 
ard Jones,  joined  in  signing  upon  the  back  of  those  leases 
a  confirmation  of  them;  and  inasmuch  as  William  Standard 
Jones  was  under  age,  and  Richard  Jones  was  also  but 
sixteen  years  of  age,  Edward  Jones,  the  elder  brother, 
and  his  father,  entered  into  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  John- 
son and  to  Gardner  in  the  sum  of  500/.  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  to  them  a  confirmation  by  William  Standard 
Jones  when  he  should  become  of  age,  he  being  then  about 
twenty,  and  by  Richard  Jones.  This  confirmation  was 
made  for  a  valuable  consideration ;  it  is  indorsed  upon  the 
leases,  which  is  the  act  of  confirmation,  and  it  is  expressed 
to  have  been  made  for  90L  ;  but  I  think  it  was  stated  in 
the  answer,  or  in  some  of  the  proceedings,  that  only  60/. 
had  been  paid,  and  I  presume,  from  that  circumstance, 
that  the  sum  was  divided  into  three  parts,  and  that 
Edward  Jones  obtained  his  part,  and  William  Standard 
Jones,  who  was  twenty  years  of  age,  probably  had  his, 
and  that  the  other  part  was  reserved  until  the  younger 
man  came  of  age.  After  this  confirmation  Hall  died,  and 
after  the  death  of  Hall,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Story,  one  of 
the  plaintifi*s,  purchased  the  interest  of  Edward  Jones 
for  an  annuity  of  53/.  a  year  for  the  life  of  Edward  Jones. 
It  appears,  also,  that  Mr.  Johnson  purchased  of  Richard 
Jones,  when  he  came  of  age,  all  his  interest  in  the  George 
Inn,  the  cottages,  and  the  nine  acres  of  land  ;  and  about 
the  same  time  Gardner  purchased  the  interest  of  Richard 
Jones  in  all  the  remaining  portion  of  his  one-third.  Those 
purchases  were  made,  I  think,  altogether  for  a  sum  ap- 
proaching nearly  to  2,000/.  It  seems,  also,  that  in  the  year 
1829,  William  Standard  Jones  borrowed  of  Johnson,  upon 
mortgage  of  his  one-third  undivided  share,  the  sum  of 
600/.,  which  still  remains  unpaid.  That  being  the  state  of 
the  parties,  a  bill  is  filed  by  Story  and  the  Joneses  for 
a  partition.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  answers,  and 
proved  in  the  evidence,  as  I  have  just  now  stated ;  and 
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although,  when  the  case  was  reheard  before  iiie»  some 
question  was  made  about  the  purchase  of  the  interest  of 
Johnson,  I  am  surprised*  on  looking  at  the  bill  and  the 
answers,  to  find  that  the  very  facts  that  are  iacontroversj 
ajre  both  stated  in  the  bill  and  in  the  answers,  and  proved 
by  the  evidence.  It  is  perfectly  clear,  from  the  evidence^ 
that  at  the  time  the  bill  was  filed  the  position  of  the  partiei 
was  this — that  Edward  Jones,  or  rather  Story,  standing  io 
his  shoes,  and  W.  S.  Jones  and  Johnson,  were  tenants  m 
common,  of  the  George  Inn,  of  the  cottages,  and  not 
acres  of  land  ;  and  that  Story,  as  representing  Edwaid 
Jones,  W.  S.  Jones,  and  Gardner^  were  tenants  in  cooh 
mon  of  the  remaining  part  of  the  original  estate,  in  which 
remaining  part  Johnson  had  no  sciniilla  of  interest,  any 
more  than  Gardner  had  in  the  public-house  called  the 
George  Inn,  the  cottages,  and  the  nine  acres  of  land. 

In  this  state  of  things,  a  bill  for  a  partition  is-  filed  by 
Story  and  Edward  Jones,  and  William  Standard  JoneSf 
against  Johnson  and  Gardner.  Now,  upon  the  facts  stated 
in  the  answer,  and  which  I  have  adverted  to,  it  might  be 
a  very  considerable  question  whether  that  bill  could  hate 
been  sustained,  as  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  at  common  lav, 
had  the  parties  been  disposed  to  proceed  at  common  lav, 
upon  a  writ  of  partition,  there  must  have  been  two  writs 
of  partition,  inasmuch  as  the  parties  were  not  all  interested 
in  the  same  subject-matter  of  the  partition.  I  take  that  to  be 
perfectly  clear,  not  only  upon  principle,  but  decided  caseib 
It  might,  therefore,  have  been  at  least  a  question,  whether 
or  not  such  a  bill  could  be  sustained,  had  the  objectioB 
been  made ;  but  the  objection  was  not  made,  and  perbapi 
very  properly ;  because,  as  all  parties  were  willing  to  coae 
to  a  partition,  it  would  have  been  only  an  additional  ei* 
expense  to  have  put  them  to  file  another  bill.     It  is  oe^ 
tainly  clear,  that  if  Johnson  had  sought  a  partition  of  hit 
interest,  he  could  not  have  made  Gardner  a  party  to  the 
bill,  because  Gardner  had  no  earthly  interest  in  the  only 
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subject-matter  in  which  Johnson  was  interested ;  and^  in 
like  manner,  if  Gardner  had  sought  a  partition,  he  could 
not  have  made  Johnson  a  party  to  the  bill.  But,  however, 
as  the  dase  is  reversed,  and  the  parties  who  filed  the  bill 
were  themselves  all  interested,  although  the  defendants 
were  not  all  interested  in  the  same  subject-matter,  the 
objection  could  not  be  taken  in  limine;  and  as  it  was  not 
argued  at  any  period  of  the  case,  I  consider  it  as  passed 
over,  and  I  only  advert  to  it  now  for  the  purpose  of  illus- 
trating the  principle  on  which  I  think  I  am  bound  to  decide 
this  case. 

Now,  the  first  question  is,  how  to  deal  with  these  leases. 
I  find  that,  in  the  decree  made  by  Lord  Lyndhursi,  he 
does  not  take  any  notice  of  the  lease  granted  to  Johnson, 
or  of  the  confirmation  of  that  lease  by  Edward  Jones,  but 
that  he  does  take  notice  of  the  interest  in  that  lease  whitih 
it  might  be  supposed  William  Standard  Jones  has;  be- 
cause, as  against  him,  he  declares  that  the  lease  is  not 
binding.  That  arises  out  of  the  bill  of  revivor  and  supple- 
ment, in  which  the  two  plaintiffs  call  upon  the  Court  to  set 
aside,  if  necessary,  the  lease  that  had  been  stated  in  John- 
son's and  Gardner's  answers.  Now,  looking  with  some 
anxiety  into  the  authority  of  the  Court  in  this  matter,  and 
to'thfe  claims  of  the  parties,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  stiei* 
lute  8' &  9  Will.  3,  c.  31,  obliges  me  to  take  notice  of  that 
lease,  and  that  the  mode  adopted  by  a  court  of  equity  for 
settling  partitions  of  joint  estates  must  follow  the  principle 
and  the  rules  of  law  ;  otherwise,  that  the  court  of  equity 
would  do  great  injustice.  Now,  in  the  4th  section  of  that 
statute  there  is  an  express  provision,  **  in  case  such  par- 
titions be  made."  That  statute  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  further  facilities  to  parties  entitled  to  writs  of 
partition  at  law ;  and  it  enacts,  that  *'  in  case  such  partition 
be  made,  returned,  and  filed,  he  or  they  that  were  tenant 
or  tenants  of  any  of  the  said  messuages  or  lands,  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof. 
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before  they  were  divided,  shall  be  tenant  or  tenants  for 
such  part  set  out  severally  to  the  respective  landlords  or 
owners  thereof,  by  and  under  the  same  conditions,  rents, 
covenants,  and  reservations,  where  they  are  or  shall  be  so 
divided ;  and  the  landlords  and  owners  of  the  several  parts 
and  purparts  so  divided  and  allotted  as  aforesaid  shall 
warrant  and  make  good  unto  the  respective  tenants  the 
said  several  parts  severally  after  such  partition,  as  they  are 
or  were  bound  to  do  by  any  copies,  leases,  or  grants  of 
their  respective  parts  before  any  partition  made ;  and  in 
case  any  demandant  be  tenant  in  actual  possession  to  the 
tenant  to  the  action  for  his  part  and  proportion,  or  any 
part  thereof,  in  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments to  be  divided  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  partition  as 
aforesaid,  for  any  term  of  life,  lives,  or  years,  or  uncertain 
interest,  the  said  tenant  shall  stand  and  be  possessed  of 
the  said  purparts  and  proportions  for  the  like  term^  and 
under  the  same  conditions  and  covenants  when  it  is  set  out 
severally  in  pursuance  of  this  or  any  other  act,  statute,  or 
law  to  that  purpose."     Now  it  appears  to  me,  that  I  could 
not  with  propriety  make  an  order  for  a  partition  of  these 
estates,  without  reference  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  in 
this  lease,  which  interest  is  brought  before  me  by  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  case ;  and  therefore  it  becomes  important 
that  I  should  state  whether  the  lease  so  granted  to  John- 
son is  a  subsisting  lease  against  all  or  any  of  the  parties. 
Now,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is  a  good  lease  as  against 
Story,  because  Story  represents  Edward  Jones,  and  Ed- 
ward Jones  gave  a  confirmation  of  this  lease,  which  was 
clearly  binding  at  law^  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and 
which  he  could,  under  no  circumstances,  retract ;  because 
it  has  been  settled  by  decided  cases,  that  if  tenant  for  life 
grant  a  lease  for  a  certain  number  of  years,  and  the  tenant 
in  remainder  in  fee  confirm  that  lease  during  the  life  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  such  confirmation  is  binding  on  the 
tenant  in  fee. 
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My  opinion^  therefore,  is,  that  Edward  Jones  having 
received  a  consideration  for  the  confirmation  of  this  lease, 
and  having  confirmed  it,  Story,  who  purchased  his  interest 
after  that  confirmation,  is  bound  by  that  lease.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  Gardner  as  to  his  portion,  though  a  distinct 
portion,  of  the  premises.  With  respect  to  W.  S.  Jones, 
there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  he  was  bound  by  the  lease; 
but  I  think  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  declare,  by  any  proceed- 
ing in  this  case,  that,  as  against  him,  the  lease  is  void;  and 
for  this  reason  ;  that  the  prayer  upon  that  subject  is  intro- 
duced into  a  bill  filed  by  Edward  Jones  and  W.  S.  Jones; 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  I  could  not  have  entertained 
such  a  bill,  had  its  only  object  been  to  set  aside  that  lease- 
Suppose  this  had  been  an  original  instead  of  a  supple- 
mental bill:  the  parties  would  then  have  appeared  as 
plaintiffs,  jointly  praying  to  set  aside  a  lease  which  had 
been  confirmed  by  one  of  them,  without  the  least  sugges- 
tion of  any  fraud  or  imposition  on  him  when  he  confirmed 
it.  Under  such  circumstances,  he  clearly  could  not  join 
in  a  prayer  with  another  person  who  had  an  inconsistent 
interest,  praying  that  the  interest  of  that  person  should  be 
fortified  by  his  joining  in  the  prayer ;  and  the  bill  would 
have  been  dismissed.  For  these  reasons,  it  seems  to  me 
that  I  cannot  make  this  supplemental  bill  the  ground  of  a 
declaration  that  the  lease  in  question  is  void ;  but  I  say 
nothing  about  it,  because  nothing  appears  to  shew  that 
William  Standard  Jones  confirmed  it.  There  is,  indeed, 
a  suggestion  in  the  answers  of  Johnson  and  Gardner — in 
that  of  Johnson  especially — that  W.  S.  Jones  confirmed  it 
by  the  mortgage  which  he  took  from  Johnson ;  but  I  do 
not  recollect  that  the  mortgage  was  read  in  evidence,  or, 
at  least)  if  it  was,  that  it  contained  any  allusion  to  the  lease, 
8o  as  to  shew  that  the  mortgage  was  granted  subject  to 
the  lease.  If  it  had  been  so  granted,  it  would  doubtless 
have  been  a  confirmation  of  the  lease ;  but,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  upon  that  point,  I  take  it  for  granted  that 
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there  is  nothing  contained  in  the  mortgage  which  is  hind* 
ing  in  this  respect  on  the  interest  of  William  Standard 
Jones. 

Then  how  stands  the  case  between  the  parties?  At  tbe 
moment  I  am  called  upon  to  make  the  decree,  the  case 
stands  thus :  thiat  Story  and  William  Standard  Jonesy  and 
Johnson^  are  tenants  in  common  each  of  an  undivided  third 
part  of  the  George  Inn,  and  certain'  cottages  and  nioe 
acres  of  land,  comprised  in  the  lease  to  Johnson;  that^ 
Edward  Story  and  William  Standard  Jones^  and  Grardneri 
or  they  who  represent  Gardner^  are  tenants  in  common, 
in  undivided  thirds^  of  the  remaining  part  of  the  estate; 
that  Johnson  is  not  only,  under  his  title  from  Richard 
Jones,  the  owner  in  fee  of  one  undivided  third  part  of  the 
George  Inn  and  the  nine  acres  of  land,  but  that  he  is  also 
tenant,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  unexpired,  6t  an- 
another  third  part,  namely,  that  which  belonged  to  Ed* 
ward  Jones ;  the  remaining  third  part  belonging  to  WO^ 
liam  Standard  Jones.  It  appears,  therefore,  upon  this 
part  of  the  case,  that  Johnson  ought  to  account  to  Story 
or  Edward  Jones  for  one  third  part  of  the  rent  reserred 
by  that  lease  since  the  time  of  Hall's  death,  and  that  be 
ought*  to  account  to  William  Standard  Jones  for  one  thiid 
part  of  the  fair  occupation  rent,  to  be  determined  by 
the  Master^  That,  I  understand,  the  Master  has'  deter* 
mined ;  and  I  presume  the  parties  would  not  wish  that  the 
decree  should  be  altered  in  any  of  those  parts,  or  that  any 
further  expense  should  be  incurred  with  respect  to  therik, 
which  I  do  not  propose  to  alter  by  my  present  decree.  The' 
same  may  be  said,  mutatis  mutandis,  of  Gardner  and  his 
lease,  because  his  was  confirmed  in  the  same  manner. 

Again^  the  mortgage  which  is  proved  to  have  been  granted 
by  William  Standard  Jones,  mast  be  considered  asoperttt^ 
ing  upon  all  his  undivided  third  part  in  both  parts  of  the 
estate;  Johnson,  therefore,  would  be  entitled  as  mortgagee 
in  possession  as  far  as  the  house  and  the  nine  acres  of 
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land  are  concerned,  to  retain  that  until  the  mortgage  be* 
satiafiedy  and  he  also  would  be  entitled  to  have  his  mort<- 
gage  secured  upon  the  remainder  of  the  share  assigned  to 
William  Standard  Jones.  I  think  a  provision  is  made  in 
the  decree  of  my  Lord  Lyndhurst  for  that  purpose^  because 
the  parties  are  required  to  convey  to  the  executors  of  the 
deceased  Johnson  the  interest  of  William  Standard  Jones, 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  that  mortgage.  That,  of 
course,  would  remain  as  it  stands,  with  the  addition  that  a 
third  part  of  the  house  conveyed  to  William  Standard 
Jones,  his  separate  share,  must  also  be  subject  to  the 
mortgage. 

Then,  the  alterations  that  I  propose  to  make  in  the  de- 
cree are  these :  that  a  commission  should  issue,  directed 
to  two  commissioners  to  be  named  by  the  parties,  (I  con* 
fine  the  number  to  two  for  the  purpose  of  saving  expense 
and  securing  impartiahty,  for  we  know  very  well  that  six 
may  be  as  irregular  in  their  verdict  as  two,)  that  the  par* 
ties  shall  all  agree  in  naming  the  commissioners,  and  in 
case  they  should  not  agree,  then  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
Master  to  appoint  two  commissioners  of  his  own  authority, 
(for  which  I  will  state  my  reasons  presently) ;  that  those 
commissioners  shall  be  authorized  and  directed  to  malce  an 
equal  partition  of  the  George  Inn,  the  cottages,  and  the 
nine  acres  of  land  comprised  in  the  lease  to  Johnson, 
between  the  present  defendant  Johnson,  Story,  and  Wil- 
liam Standard  Jones,  subject  (as  to  the  one-third  part  con* 
veyed  to  Story,)  to  the  remainder  of  the  lease  still  unex- 
pired ;  that  the  same  commissioners  shall  be  directed  and- 
required  to  make  an  equal  partition  between  Story,  William 
Standard  Jones,  and  the  representatives  of  Gardner,  of 
the  remaining  part  of  the  estate,  subject  in  like  manner  to 
the  leasehold  interest  existing  in  one-third  of  those  pre- 
mises under  the  confirmation  of  Edward  Jones ;  that  the 
Master  be  directed  to  settle  what  shall  be  a  fair  oconpa- 
tion<>rent  for  the  George  Inn  and  adjoining  premises^  and 
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1837.  that  one-third  of  that  be  accounted  for  to  William  Standard 
Jones ;  that  the  Master,  in  like  manner,  settle  what  shall 
be  a  fair  occupation-rent  for  the  portion  of  the  premises 
leased  to  Gardner,  and  that  one-third  of  that  be  accounted 
for  to  William  Standard  Jones ;  and  lastly,  that  the  portion 
awarded  to  William  Standard  Jones,  of  whatever  it  may 
consist,  be  subject  to  the  mortgage  which  he  is  admitted 
to  have  made  of  it  to  the  late  Mr.  Johnson,  and  be  con- 
veyed to  the  executors  of  Johnson,  subject  to  that  mort- 
gage. 

I  will  now  advert  to  the  reasons  which  have  induced  me 
to  direct  the  commission  to  be  issued  to  two  persons,  and 
with  a  reserve  to  the  Master  in  case  the  parties  disagree. 
I  am  very  well  aware  that,  according  to  the  general  prac- 
tice, the  parties  are  to  choose  their  own  commissioners. 
That  practice  may  be  very  satisfactory,  and,  in  ordinary 
cases,  proper ;  but  it  is  merely  a  matter  of  practice  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating  the  ends  of  justice.     If  it  be  found, 
in  any  particular  case,  that  the  parties  will  not  name  com- 
missioiiers,  or  will  not  agree  upon  commissioners,  or  that 
the  commissioners  named  will  always  take  a  partial  view  of 
the  subject,  I  see  nothing  in  principle  to  prevent  the  Court 
from  ordering  the  Master,  who  is  its  general  functionary, 
to  appoint  a  commissioner,  (as  the  Court  itself  might  ap- 
point a  commissioner  if  it  thought  fit,)  for  the  purpose  of 
executing  the  objects  of  the  decree.     I  do  not  require  any 
precise  case  of  the  same  description  to  be  brought  before 
me  to  justify  me  in  making  such  an  order.     It  appears  to 
me,  that  if  the  parties  can  agree  upon  each  individual  com- 
missioner, that  would  be  the  best  tribunal.     If  they  cannot 
do  that,  but  are  content  to  name  one  and  one,  that  I  have 
no  objection  to.     Let  the  commissioners  so  chosen  be  in- 
serted in  the  commission ;  but  if  the  parties  cannot  agree, 
let  the  Master  appoint^  of  his  own  authority,  two  com- 
missioners whom  he  may  think  proper  persons  to  make 
the  partition.    With  respect  to  the  house  and  the  nine 
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acres  of  land^  I  am  fully  aware  of  the  diflSculty  of  making 
a  partition.  If  the  estates  were  large  enough,  I  should  be 
▼cry  much  disposed  to  do  as  was  done  by  Lord  Maccles^ 
field  in  the  case  of  Lord  Clarendon  v.  Hornby ^  where  he 
said  he  would  advise  the  commissioners,  the  house  being 
large  and  the  estate  large,  to  give  the  house  to  one,  and  a 
larger  portion  of  the  estate  to  the  other,  to  prevent  the 
inconvenience  of  making  a  division  of  the  house.  That 
seems  a  very  obvious  recommendation  to  any  commis- 
sioners of  common  sense,  and  need  hardly  be  made  where 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  permit  it.  If  the  circum- 
stances do  not  permit  it,  or  the  parties  will  not  agree  to 
have  the  division  effected  by  means  of  pecuniary  compen- 
sation on  the  one  hand  or  the  other,  as  the  case  may  be, 
the  commissioners  have  nothing  more  to  do  than  to  divide 
the  house  in  the  best  way  they  can.  Upon  that  I  can  give 
no  direction. 
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Lee  r.  Milner. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  98,  the  un-   Theunderuken 
dertakers  of  the  navigation  of  the  rivers  Aire  and  Calder,  cVider^NaTr^- 
are  authorized,  at  their  own  costs,  to  make  a  navigable  cut  ^o"  ^^^e  em- 
or  canal  from  the  river  Calder,  near  a  place  called  the  Broad  of  Parliament 
Reach,  to  another  part  of  the  river  near   a  place  called   Inda itram^oad 

leading  there- 
froooy  and  fifteen  yean  were  given  to  them  to  complete  the  works.  At  the  expiration  of  nearly  four 
jemrs  from  the  pasting  of  the  act,  having  completed  part  of  the  canal,  and  having  marked  out  (he 
tnuD-road,  they  gave  notice,  porsuant  to  the  act,  to  the  owners  of  a  certain  spot  of  land,  of  their 
intention  to  purchase  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  tram-road.  The  land  owners  resisted  the  pnr- 
chaie,  on  the  ground  that  the  undertakers  had  deviated  from  the  parliamentary  line  in  the  con- 
struction of  their  canal: — //«/</,  that  as  the  deviation  worked  no  injury  to  the  objectors,  and  as 
the  undertakers  did  not  adroit  any  intention  to  abandon  the  original  line,  and  there  remained  ten 
years  in  which  they  might  complete  their  works,  this  objection  was  untenable. 

Acts  of  Parliament  for  making  canals,  rail-roads,  &c.,  are  powers  given  by  Parliament  over  the 
land  of  the  different  proprietors  through  whose  estates  the  works  are  to  proceed.  Each  proprietor, 
therefore,  has  a  right  to  have  the  power  strictly  and  literally  carried  into  effect  as  regards  his  own 
lands,  and  also  a  right  to  require  that  no  variation  shall  be  made  to  his  prejudice.  But  where  the 
act  of  Parliament  is  faithfully  carried  into  execution  as  regards  his  lands,  he  cannot,  on  the  mere 
ground  of  a  variation  which  is  not  injurious  to  himself,  and  which  was  made  with  the  consent  of 
others,  obtain  from  a  court  of  equity  an  injunction  to  stay  the  proceedings. 
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1837.        Woodnook.    They  are  likewise  empowered  by  the  same 
Lbe         '^^  ^^  make  an  aqueducti  and  to  form  various  coUa- 
V-  tend  branches  in  connexion  with  the  cut  or  canal ;  aim 

Co  make  a  railway  or  tram-road  from  the  intended  est 
or  canal  near  a  place  called  Stanley  Ferry »  to  oommi- 
nicate  with  a  public  highway  leading   from   Leeds  to 
Wakefield,   near  a  place   called   Lofthouse   Gate.    By 
the  6th  section,  it  is  enacted,  that  the  undertakers  io 
making  the  intended   cuts,   canals,  channels,  branches, 
railways,  or  tram-road,  shall  not  deviate  more  than  one 
hundred  yards  from  the  course  delineated  on  the  map  or 
plan  authorized  by  the  act.     By  subsequent  sections,  tke 
undertakers  are  bound,  within  five  years  from  the  passing 
of  the  act,  to  agree  for,  or  cause  to  be  valued  and  paid  for, 
the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  required  for  the 
purposes   of  the  works  thereby  authorised  ;  and  wichio 
fifteen  years  from  the  same  period  to  complete  and  mile 
navigable  and  passable  all  the  works. 

In  pursuance  of  this  act,  the  undertakers,  within  the 
five  years  limited  for  that  purpose,  effected  purchases,  or 
entered  into  contracts  for  the  purchase   of  all  the  land 
required  for  the  cut  or  canal,  and  they  completed  thftt 
part  of  the  canal  which  was  in  the   neighbourhood  of 
Woodnook.      Instead,  however,   of  bringing  the  canal 
actually  to  Woodnook  according  to  the  course  laid  dovo 
in  the  map,  they  brought  it  through  land  which  they  bid 
purchased  for  that  purpose,  to  a  spot  lower  down  the 
river,  near  a  place  called  Fairies'  Hill.     By  this  deviatioOi 
the  canal  was  made  to  pass  more  than  one  hundred  yards 
from  the  course  marked  out  on  the  map. 

The  undertakers  also,  within  the  period  prescribed  by 
the  act,  purchased  and  paid  for  all  the  lands  required  for 
the  railway  or  tram-road,  except  a  piece  of  land  numbered 
147,  which  was  the  subject  of  this  suit.  They  had  also, 
at  the  period  of  instituting  this  suit,  entered  upon,  staked, 
set  out,  and  ascertained  such  parts  of  the  land  at  they 
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thought  necessary  for  the  tram-road,  according  to  the         1887* 
course  described  in  the  map  or  plan ;  but  they  had  not 
actually  made  tiie  tram-road  in  any  part  of  the  line,  nor 
completed  that  part  of  the  canal  with  which  the  tram-road 
was  to  communicate. 

In  December,  1832,  the  undertakers  gave  notice  to  the 
plaintiffs,  who,  as  trustees  of  the  Lake  Lock  Rail-road 
Company,  were  the  owners  of  number  147,  of  their  readi- 
ness to  purchase  that  piece  of  ground  for  the  purposes  of 
the  projected  tram-road.  Number  147  was  the  spot  at 
which  the  projected  tram-road  would  cross  the  Lake  Lock 
rail-road.  It  was  situate  near  Lofthouse  Gate,  and  was 
entirely  out  of  the  way  of  the  canal. 

In  consequence  of  this  notice,  an  inquiry  was  had 
before  a  jury  under  the  SOth  section  of  the  statute,  for  the 
purpose  of  awarding  the  amount  of  compensation  and 
damages  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  jury  awarded 
the  sum  of  6/.  for  compensation  for  the  value  of  the  land, 
and  2,800/.  for  future  damages.  The  undertakers  refused 
to  pay  the  damages,  but  paid  the  compensation  money 
into  Court,  and  were  proceeding  to  take  possession  of  the 
piece  of  ground,  when  the  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill,  and 
obtained  an  injunction  against  them. 

The  bill  proceeded  on  the  ground — ^first,  that  the  plain- 
tiflb  had  abandoned  their  intention  of  making  the  new  cut 
according  to  the  parliamentary  line ;  secondly,  that  they 
had  no  right  to  work  the  cut  and  the  tram-road  contem- 
poraneously, but  were  bound  to  complete  the  former 
ID  the  first  instance ;  and  thirdly,  that  at  all  events, 
they  had  no  right  to  take  possession  of  the  piece  of  ground 
in  question,  without  paying  or  tendering  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  sum  of  S,800/.,  which  had  been  assessed  as  future 
damages. 

In  Trinity  Term,  18«^,  the  defendants  moved  before 
liord  Lynd/iurst,  C.  B.,  to  dusolve  the  injunction,  when 
Lordship  ordered  a  special  case  to  be  drawn  up  for 


614  EQUITY  CASES  IN  THE 

1837.        the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law,  and  in  the  meantime  the  in- 

Lee         junction  to  be  continued.     The  case  came  on  for  argument 

»•  on  the  plea  side  of  this  Court  in  Trinity  Term  last;  when 

the  Court,  upon  the  second  and  third  points  above  stated, 

gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendants  (a). 

In  consequence  of  this  decision,  the  defendants  now 
moved  again  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  the  only  re- 
maining question  was,  whether  the  motion  could  be 
resisted  upon  the  first  ground  taken  in  the  bill :  namely, 
that  the  defendants  had  abandoned  the  intention  of  mak- 
ing the  new  cut  according  to  the  parliamentary  line. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  stated  as  follows:— 
that  the  canal  so  made  from  or  near  the  point  A.,  (the 
spot  in  the  map  where  the  deviation  began),  past  D.,  and 
thenceforward  to  the  river  Calder,  at  the  point  H.,  near 
Fairies'  Hill,  has  for  the  present  been  made  in  lieu  of  that 
portion  of  the  proposed  canal,  which  lies  eastward  of  tbe 
point  A. ;  but  they  say  that  they  have  not  altogether  or 
finally  abandoned  all  intention  of  making,  nor  have  they 
expressed  their  determination  not  to  make  tbe  said  canal 
in  any  line  eastward  of  the  said  point,  other  than  the  said 
line  from  A.  to  D.,  and  thenceforward  to  the  point  H.,  or 
to  any  other  point ;  on  the  contrary,  they  say  that  the 
lands  are  actually  purchased  by  the  said  undertakers  for 
making  the  said  last-mentioned  portion  of  the  proposed 
canal,  which  lies  eastward  of  the  point  A.,  and  whether 
they  will  or  not  abandon  the  same,  or  whether  they  will 
or  not  still  persevere  in  making  such  last-mentioned  por- 
tion of  the  canal,  and  abandon  the  portion  which  they  for 
the  present  have  made,  is  a  matter  entirely  open  for  the 
consideration  of  the  said  undertakers.  They  say  they 
believe  that  the  said  cut  so  made  as  aforesaid  is  not  ex- 
pressly within  or  described  in  the  said  act^  or  in  the  map 


(a)  See  the  case  very  fully  reported  in  Meeson  &  Welaby'a  Reportii 
Vol.  2,  p.  824. 
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or  plan  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  and  therefore  is  not         1837. 

within  the  express  enactments  of  the  said  act ;  and  that 

it  is  for  the  present  a  substitution,  and  may,  if  it  should  v- 

be  deemed  advisable,  be  permanently  a  substitution  for 

the  line  which  is  described  in  the  said  act,  and  the  said 

map  or  plan. 

Mr.  Bacon  for  the  motion. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Hayter^  conirh. — The  case  comes 
back  into  this  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  intention  in  the  defendants  to  make  the  cut 
in  the  parliamentary  line.  The  answer  upon  this  point  is 
▼ague  and  unsatisfactory,  and  affords  strong  grounds  for 
presuming  that  the  defendants  have  abandoned  all  inten- 
tion of  proceeding  according  to  the  act  of  Parliament.  If 
that  be  so,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  will  not  take  away 
the  plaintiff's  land.  The  probability  that  injury  may  re- 
sult to  the  plaintiffs  under  such  circumstances,  is  a  suffi- 
cient ground  for  the  interference  of  the  Court,  Gibson  v« 
Smith  (a):  and  the  mere  denial  by  the  defendants  of  their 
intention  to  commit  the  injury  is  immaterial;  Jackson  v. 
Caior  (6).  If  parties  in  the  situation  of  the  defendants 
choose  to  contract  with  the  public  by  means  of  an  act  of 
Parliament,  they  are  bound  by  the  precise  terms  of  the 
act,  and  cannot  deviate  from  it  in  the  slightest  degree. 
That  rule  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of 
Blakemore  v.  The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company  (c), 
and  is  applicable  here.  Rex  v.  Cumberworth  (cf),  is  also 
in  point.  Besides,  if  parties  who  have  obtained  an  act  of 
Parliament,  on  the  faith  that  they  have  funds  for  a  parti- 
cular purpose,  appropriate  those  funds  to  other  purposes, 

(a)  2  Atk.  182.  ((Q  3  B.  &  Ad.  108 ;  1  Ne7.  & 

(ft)  6  Veg.  688.  P.  197. 

(c)  1  M.  &  K.  154, 162. 

VOL.  II.  s  s  EQ.  EX. 
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18d7.  there  is  reason  to  doubt  whether  they  will  have  funds  nif- 
ficient  to  execute  the  original  purpose,  and  in  that  esse 
the  Court  will  interfere  by  injunction  ;  Agar  ▼•  Regenft 
Canal  Company  (a).  In  the  present  case,  the  terms  of 
the  act  are  very  explicit,  and  ought  to  be  rigidly  ad- 
hered to. 

Mr.  BacoHf  in  reply,  observed  that  in  the  case  of  Blah' 
more  v.  The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company,  the  tune 
limited  by  the  act  for  the  completion  of  the  works  had 
expired,  which  was  not  the  case  here.  He  likewise  con- 
tended that  the  answer  of  the  defendants  shewed  no  pe^ 
manent  intention  of  abandoning  the  parliamentary  line. 


In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Court  asked  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel  whether  they  were  disposed  to  take  in 
issue  as  to  whether  the  deviation  would  be  injurioos  to 
their  clients ;  but  they  replied  in  the  negative. 

July  lOiK  ALDiERSON,  B. — In  this  case,  the  only  question  re- 
served for  my  opinion  is,  whether  the  ii^  unction  pnjed 
by  the  bill  ought  to  be  continued. 

When  the  case  originally  came  on  to  be  heard  before 
Lord  Lyndhursi,  he  reserved  several  questions  for  the 
opinion  of  the  full  Court  on  a  special  case.  Those  ques- 
tions have  been  heard  and  decided;  and  the  case  now 
coming  on  for  further  directions  has  been  argued  befint 
me. 

The  injunction  was  obtained  on  several  grounds*  One 
ground  was,  that  the  payment  by  the  defendants  of  the 
whole  compensation  awarded  by  the  jury,  was  aconditioa 
precedent  to  the  taking  possession  of  the  piece  of  land  be- 
longing to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
if  any  compensation  had  been  warranted  by  the  act  of 

(a)  I  Swanst.  250,  cited. 
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Parliament,  in  respect  of  contingent  injury,  the  Court 
would  have  been  bound  by  the  amount  found  by  the  jury, 
and  would  have  continued  the  injunction  until  payment. 
But  on  that  point  the  Court  have  already,  after  argument, 
given  their  judgment  for  the  defendants.  This  ground 
for  continuing  the  injunction  therefore  fails. 

Another  question  was,  whether  tlie  works  could  be  al- 
lowed to  go  on  contemporaneously,  or  whether  the  com- 
pletion of  the  canal  with  which  the  railway  was  to  commu- 
nicate was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  taking  possession 
of  land  for  the  purpose  of  making  that  railway.  On  this 
point,  also,  the  defendants  have  already  obtained  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  in  their  favour. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  injunction  can 
be  supported  on  the  ground  alleged  by  the  bill,  that  the 
defendants  have  finally  abandoned  their  intention  of  mak- 
ing the  new  cut  in  the  parliamentary  line.  Now  the  facts 
are  these.  It  appears  that  in  one  part  of  the  line,  not  at 
all  adjoining  the  land  of  which  the  possession  is  sought  to 
be  obtained,  the  defendants  have  made  a  cut  deviating  in 
some  parts  from  the  parliamentary  line  more  than  100 
yards.  This  cut  is  made  through  lands  belonging  to  the 
defendants,  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  on  my  enquiring^ 
daring  the  argument,  whether  they  would  wish  to  take  an 
issue  to  try  whether  such  deviation  will  in  any  way  affect 
adversely  their  interests,  have  declined  to  accept  such 
issue*  I  must  take  it,  therefore,  for  granted  that  such 
deviation  is  of  no  prejudice  whatever  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
answer  also  distinctly  states,  in  reply  to  the  interrogatories 
pal  by  the  bill,  that  this  deviation  has  been  made  by  the 
defendants  for  the  present,  but  that  they  have  not  finally 
abandoned  the  intention  of  making  the  cut  in  the  parlia- 
mentary line;  that  this  question  is  still  open  for  their 
eoDsideration  and  adoption,  and  that  they  have  actually 
bought,  and  are  in  possession,  of  the  land  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  doing  so.     By  the  act  they  have  fifteen  years 

s  s  ^ 
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1837-  in  the  which  to  perform  the  whole  works,  although  they 
are  bound  to  get  possession  of  the  land  for  the  purpose  of 
the  works  within  the  first  five  years  after  the  passing  of 
the  bill. 

It  is  urged  that  the  defendants  do  not,  in  their  answer, 
say  affirmatively  that  they  do  intend  to  complete  the  works 
in  this  part  in  the  parliamentary  line ;  and  that  their 
having  made  the  other  cut  is  decisive  to  shew  what  their 
ultimate  intentions  must  be.  But  if  their  not  answering 
affirmatively  be  relied  on,  it  is  a  sufficient  explanation  of 
it,  that  they  have  never  had  the  question  so  put  to  than 
as  to  require  such  an  answer,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are  in 
fault  in  that  respect,  for  not  having  properly  framed  tbdr 
interrogatories  as  to  that  point.  And  I  am  by  no  means 
prepared  to  say  that  the  other  circumstance  (when  I  look 
to  the  positive  oaths  of  the  defendants)  is  to  be  taken  as 
conclusive  on  the  point  of  their  having  finally  abandoned 
the  parliamentary  line. 

I  think,  upon  all  these  facts,  that  the  injunction  ooght 
not  to  be  continued  ;  and  my  judgment  proceeds  on  two 
grounds,  which  I  will  shortly  state.     I  have  had  occaaioD 
before  to  consider  the  law  on  this  subject,  and  I  think  it 
may  be  stated  thus: — These  acts  of  Parliament  have  been 
called  parliamentary  bargains  made  with  each  of  the  land 
owners.   Perhaps,  more  correctly,  they  ought  to  be  treated 
as  conditional  powers  given  by  Parliament  to  take  the  land 
of  the  different  proprietors  through  whose  estates  the  works 
are  to  proceed.   Each  landholder,  therefore,  has  a  right  to 
have  the  powers  strictly  and  literally  carried  into  effect  as 
regards  his  own  land,  and  has  a  right  also  to  require  that 
no  variation  shall  be  made  to  his  prejudice  in  the  carrying 
into  effect  the  bargain  between  the  undertakers  and  any 
one  else.     This  I  conceive  to  be  the  real  view  taken  of  the 
law  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  case  of  Blakemore  ▼•  The  Gla-^ 
morganshire  Canal  Company^  to  which  I  was  referred. 
In  that  case,  that  learned  Judge  says,  "  It  may  be  of  littk 
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consequence  to  A.  B.  whether  the  canal  is  brought  to  his         1837* 
lands  through  the  land  of  C.  D.  or  of  E.  F. ;  but  if  the  j^^^ 

Legislature  has  said   it  shall   be  brought   through  the  «• 

.  MiLNER. 

lands  of  E.  F.^  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  enjoin  them 
from  bringing  it  through  the  lands  of  C.  D.**  But  this 
expression,  I  apprehend,  means  this :  that  only  those  lands 
of  A.  B.  which  the  Legislature  has  given  them  authority 
to  take,  viz.  those  adjoining  the  lands  of  E.  F.,  shall  be 
taken.  This  is,  therefore,  but  the  first  branch  of  the 
proposition  which  I  have  stated :  that  the  power  given  by 
Parliament  as  regards  the  lands  of  A.  B.  shall  be  strictly 
and  literally  performed.  But  Lord  Eldon  went  further  in 
that  case,  and  directed  issues  to  be  tried.  Those  issues 
afford  a  proof  of  the  second  branch  of  my  proposition. 
They  were,  "  whether  the  works  done  below  and  out  of 
the  plaintiff's  land  would  injure  Mr.  Blakemore's  works." 
But  if  the  proposition  contended  for  now  had  been  true, 
that  no  variation  at  all  could  be  allowed,  this  issue  would 
have  been  wholly  unnecessary.  In  Mr.  Agar's  case,  which 
was  mentioned  at  the  bar,  one  point,  it  is  said,  was,  that 
the  Regent's  Canal  Company  could  not,  for  the  sum  which 
they  had  power  to  raise,  complete  their  works ;  and  if  that 
were  clearly  made  out.  Lord  Eldon  says,  in  the  case  be- 
fore referred  to,  that  a  court  of  equity  would  probably 
grant  an  injunction ;  and  I  fully  accede  to  that  proposition, 
in  case  the  fact  were  clearly  made  out,  and  arose  either 
out  of  circumstances  occurring  after  the  passing  of  the 
actj  or  from  a  failure  to  raise  the  sum  contemplated  by 
the  act;  for,  to  take  any  man's  land,  where  the  whole  work 
can  never  be  performed,  is  clearly  injurious  to  him,  and  a 
substantial  breach  of  the  condition  on  which  the  Legis- 
lature granted  the  right  to  do  it.  So,  again,  if  the  termini 
were  changed,  and,  instead  of  proceeding  to  some  great 
town  or  city,  the  canal  or  railway  were  to  terminate  in 
some  obscure  village,  the  same  result  would  follow.  But 
I  cannot  accede  to  the  proposition,  that  where  the  con* 
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tracty  as  far  as  regards  the  land  of  the  complaining  land- 
owner^  is  exactly  performed^  any  variation  made  at  a  dis- 
tant point,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  land«owner  there, 
and  producing  no  real  injury  to  the  complaining  land- 
owner, ought  to  be  the  ground  for  an  injunction^  in  a  court 
of  equity,  to  be  granted  at  his  application*  That  is  the 
case  here ;  and,  on  this  ground,  I  should  be  prepared  to 
discontinue  the  injunction. 

But  in  this  case>  there  is  another  ground,  also,  on  which 
I  may  proceed.  At  all  events,  it  must  be  clearly  made 
out  that  there  is  a  final  abandonment  of  the  parliamenttiy 
line.  The  defendants  are  required  to  obtain  the  land 
within  five  years,  and  to  complete  the  works  in  fifteen. 
There  are,  therefore,  ten  years,  during  which  they  hate 
a  right  to  deliberate,  and  even  to  change  any  resolutioo 
they  may  have  taken.  How  can  the  Court  properly  eon- 
tinue  an  injunction  against  them,  to  prevent  their  getting 
possession  of  this  land,  when,  for  aught  we  can  tell,  they 
may  strictly  and  accurately  follow  the  parliamentary  line 
after  all?  The  plaintiff  must  therefore  shew  that  the  de- 
fendants have  not  merely  deviated  for  the  present,  but 
that  they  have  finally  abandoned  the  parliamentary  line. 
This  they  have  failed  to  do. 

On  this  ground,  also,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the 

judgment  of  the  Court. 

Injunction  dissolved. 


Price  v.  North. 

Nov.  lOM.      __ 
Where  lands       X  HE  bill  was  originally  filed  by  Roderick  Price  (sinee 

chased  under'a    deceased)  and  David  Jenkins,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and 

decree  in  a  cre- 
ditors' suit,  the  Court,  on  the  application  of  a  creditor  who  had  for  four  years  acquiesced  in  the  pw* 
chase,  and  who  was  not  supported  in  his  ol^ections  by  the  other  creditors,  refused  to  set  aside  tbt 
purchase,  on  the  ground  of  misdescription  of  the  land  in  the  particulars  of  sale. 

Misdescription  of  the  quantity  of  land  in  regard  to  the  acres  being  statute  acres  or  customary,  ii 
not  matter  of  compensation,  but  a  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale. 

Quigre,  whether  any  party,  except  the  plaintiff,  in  a  creditors'  suit,  can  apply  to  open  the  bid- 
dings, or  to  set  aside  a  sale  made  by  order  of  the  Court  in  that  suit 

Payment  to  the  solicitor  for  all  parties  in  the  suit,  is  equiralent  to  payment  into  Court 
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all  Other  the  creditors  of  the  testator^  Roderick  Gwynnej         1837. 
for  the  administration  of  Gwynne's  assets.   The  petitioner^ 
William  Meyrick,  a  solicitorj  was  reported  a  specialty 
creditor  of  the  testator. 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  made  in  May,  1829,  certain  of 
the  real  estates  of  the  testator  were  put  up  for  sale  by  pub- 
lic auction  in  July,  1831 ,  in  57  lots,  one  of  which,  lot  50,  was 
described  in  the  particulars  of  sale  as  follows : — "  Seven 
fields,  14  acres  more  or  less,  part  of  Godrewed  farm; 
tenant,  John  Hughes;  yearly  rent,  4r2L ;  tenancy  from  year 
to  year.**  The  8th  condition  of  sale  was  to  the  effect,  that 
if  there  should  appear  any  mistake  or  error  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  premises  in  the  particulars  of  sale,  or  any  other 
mistake  or  error  respecting  the  premises,  the  same  should 
not  annul  the  sale,  but  should  be  the  subject  of  compen- 
sation. 

It  appeared  that  lot  50  was  not  sold  at  the  auction,  but 
was,  in  November,  1831,  purchased,  by  private  contract, 
by  Mr.  Henry  Jones,  for  the  sum  of  973/.  By  the  terms 
of  that  contract,  the  purchase  was  to  be  made  according 

othe  conditions  of  sale  at  the  auction.  By  an  order  dated 
the  21st  of  May,  1832,  this  purchase  was  confirmed,  and 
it  was  declared  that  Jones  should  be  at  liberty,  on  or  be- 
fore the  12th  of  June  then  next,  to  pay  his  purchase  money 
into  court,  and  might  thereupon  be  let  into  possession  of 
the  premises. 

The  petition  alleged  that  Henry  Jones  had  not  paid  his 
purchase  money  into  court,  or  taken  a  conveyance  of 
lot  50,  and  yet  that  he  had  entered  into  possession  of  those 
premises,  and  received  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  and 
moreover,  that  the  seven  fields  comprised  in  lot  50  were 
incorrectly  described  in  the  particulars  of  sale,  inasmuch 
as  the  admeasurement  thereof  was  stated  to  be  14  acres, 
whilst,  in  fact,  the  same  consisted  of  27  acres,  or  there- 
abouts ;  that  the  rent  of  42/.,  mentioned  in  the  particulars, 
was  much  less  than  the  annual  value,  the  purchaser  having 
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18d7«  since  let  the  premises  for  80/. ;  and  that,  under  these  cir- 
cuuistancesy  the  premises  had  been  sold  for  a  sum  gready 
under  their  actual  value^  which  was,  as  the  petitioner  be- 
lieved^  about  1,600/.  The  petition  prayed  a  reference  to 
the  Master^  to  ascertain  the  proper  amount  of  compensa- 
tion in  respect  of  the  misdescription,  and  that  the  same, 
and  also  the  original  purchase  money,  with  interest  on  the 
whole,  according  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  might  be  paid 
by  Jones,  or  that  the  order  of  the  21st  of  May,  1838, 
might  be  discharged,  and  the  lot  resold. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  given  on  behalf  of  the 
petitioner,  that  if  the  acres  mentioned  in  the  particulan 
of  sale  were  to  be  taken  as  statute  acres,  tliere  was  clearly 
a  misdescription ;  and  although  the  parties  opposing  the 
petition  gave  evidence  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  there 
was  a  verbal  statement  that  the  admeasurement  was  by 
customary  acres,  yet  it  did  not  appear  that  such  statement 
was  made  by  any  authorized  agent  on  the  part  of  the 
vendors.  With  respect  to  the  allegation  as  to  the  non- 
payment of  the  purchase  money,  it  appeared  that  Jones 
had  paid  the  money,  within  the  time  limited,  to  the  solici- 
tor who  acted  for  all  parties  in  the  suit,  but  that  the  soli- 
citor had  delayed  the  payment  of  the  money  into  court 

The  petitioner  had  presented  a  former  petition  on  this 
subject  in  February,  1837,  which  was  disapproved  by  the 
other  creditors.  No  reason,  however,  was  given  for  bis 
not  having  sooner  taken  steps  in  the  matter ;  and  in  order 
to  shew  that  he  must  have  had  early  information  of  the 
misdescription,  the  opposing  parties  proved  that  he  acted 
as  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Crawshay,  the  purchaser  of  other 
lots,  whose  purchase  was  confirmed  in  December,  1836. 

Mr.  Simphtnson  and  Mr.  Booths  for  the  petition. — ^Thc 
word  "  acres"  in  the  particulars  of  sale,  must, primd faciei 
be  taken  to  mean  statute  acres.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
particulars  or  conditions  of  sale  which,  either  directly  or 
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indirectly,  leads  to  a  contrary  supposition.  All  that  can  1837* 
be  said  on  the  other  side  is,  that  there  was  a  verbal  ex- 
planation at  the  sale  that  these  were  customary  acres ;  but 
that  is  not  the  way  in  which  a  sale  ought  to  be  conducted 
under  the  order  of  this  Court,  and  the  creditors  are  not 
bound  by  it.  The  only  question  is,  whether  this  applica- 
tion is  made  in  due  time.  As  to  that,  it  is  clear  that  we 
come  to  the  Court  before  the  purchase  has  been  com- 
pleted. No  doubt,  a  sum  of  money  was  paid  by  the  pur- 
chaser to  his  solicitor,  but  it  was  not  paid  into  court  till 
after  this  petition  was  presented.  Non  constat  that  the 
sum  so  paid  to  the  solicitor  was  this  purchase  money ;  but 
even  if  it  was,  it  is  not  a  payment  into  court,  and  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  entitled  to  any  indulgence.  If  it  be  said  that 
this  application  cannot  be  made  by  a  creditor.  Tanner  v. 
Radford  (a)  is  an  authority  to  the  contrary.  In  that  case 
an  order  was  made  at  the  instance  of  a  creditor,  that  the 
purchaser  should  be  discharged  from  his  purchase,  and 
that  the  report  confirming  the  purchase  should  be  set 
aside,  and  that  the  Master  should  proceed  to  a  resale. 

Mr.  W.  M,  James f  for  the  purchaser. — This  application 
comes  too  late.  The  purchase  in  question  was  confirmed 
in  May,  1832;  and  after  the  confirmation  of  the  Master's 
report  of  a  purchase,  the  Court  will  not  open  the  biddings : 
Morice  v.  Bishop  of  Durham  (6),  White  v.  Wilson  (c). 
No  fraud  was  committed  in  this  transaction.  When  the 
other  lots  were  sold,  a  positive  statement  was  made  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  property,  and  that  statement  was  known 
to  the  vendors'  solicitor.  [The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The 
party  making  the  declaration  at  the  sale  was  not  the 
auctioneer,  or  the  avowed  agent  of  the  vendors.]  At  all 
events,  the  petitioner  gives  no  reason  for  his  delay.     It  is 


U)  Not  reported  on  this  point.    See  6  Sim.  21.  {b)  11  Ves.  57* 

(c)  14  Ves.  161. 
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1837.         obviouSi  from  his  dealings  with  Mr.  Crawshay,  that  be 
Pricb         must  have  been  acquainted  with  the  misdescription  of  the 
^  property  so  far  back  as  1833.     Why^  then^  does  he  lie  by 

till  the  year  1837  ?  If  a  person  enters  into  a  contract  for 
purchase  under  a  decree^  and^  six  years  afterwards,  b 
compelled  to  relinquish  it  on  grounds  of  value  alone*  do 
person  will  purchase  except  at  such  a  price  as  will  indem- 
nify him  against  such  a  litigation  as  this.  Besides,  the 
petitioner  has  no  right  to  make  this  application.  A  credi- 
tor in  his  situation  has  no  locus  standi  m  this  Court  till  he 
has  taken  the  case  out  of  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff's  soE- 
citor.  The  special  circumstances  of  the  case,  which  has 
been  cited  to  shew  the  contrary,  do  not  appear. 

Mr.  Sutton  Sharpe,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  creditors  for 
whom  this  suit  is  instituted  have  proved  their  debts  to  the 
amount  of  15,000/.,  the  petitioner's  debt  being  about  S5SL 
The  petitioner  acts  as  his  own  solicitor,  and,  if  he  suc- 
ceeds in  this  application,  will  be  a  gainer  to  a  considerable 
amount ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  he  can  only  lose  a  small 
sum.  He  is,  therefore,  not  in  the  ordinary  situation  of  a 
creditor  making  an  application  of  this  nature.  This  pur- 
chase was  not  questioned  by  any  of  the  other  crediton. 
The  statement  at  the  auction  was  made  by  the  party  who 
was  employed  to  fix  the  reserved  bidding.  He  was  a  cre- 
ditor upon  the  estate,  and  must  have  been  known  to  the 
other  parties.  He  makes  a  statement  that  these  acres  were 
really  customary.  The  lot  is  put  up,  and  the  price  offered 
does  not  reach  the  reserved  bidding,  which  b  1,150/.  The 
price  subsequently  given  by  the  purchaser  was  considered 
fair  at  a  meeting  of  the  creditors,  of  which  the  petitioner 
had  notice.  Why,  then,  has  he  delayed  his  objections  to 
the  present  time  ?  Besides,  a  creditor  cannot  present  such 
a  petition  as  this.  If  a  creditor  allows  another  person,  as 
plaintiff,  to  conduct  the  suit,  he  must  abide  by  it ;  other- 
wise, no  one  would  deal  with  a  plaintiff  in  a  creditors'  suit 
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[n  Tanner  ▼.  Radford,  the  purchase  was  made  by  a  person  ^  ISS?. 
Brho  was  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff^  and  who  was  aQeged  to 
have  purchased  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff.  The  ap- 
plication was  not  against  a  third  person^  but  against  the 
plaintiff  himself.  A  creditor  may  apply^  as  against  the 
plaintiff^  to  take  the  case  out  of  his  hands,  or  to  prevent 
bis  having  a  particular  benefit,  but  not  against  a  third 
person.  If  a  third  person  deals  with  my  attorney,  I  cannot 
ipply  against  him ;  I  must  proceed  against  my  attorney. 
A.  stranger,  who  deals  with  the  plaintiff  in  a  creditors*  suit, 
18  fully  justified  in  the  act,  and  cannot  be  prejudiced  by 
the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  character  of  trnstee  for 
the  other  creditors.  The  case  cited  proves  no  more  than 
thai  every  creditor  has  a  right  to  attack  the  conduct  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. — The  argument  on  the  other 
side  proceeds  on  the  supposition  that  the  object  of  the 
petition  is  to  rescind  and  resell ;  but  that  is  only  an  alter- 
native which  is  offered  to  the  purchaser  for  his  own  bene- 
fit. The  object  of  the  petition  is  to  carry  into  effect  the 
true  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  contract.  The  petitioner 
makes  no  accusation  of  fraud,  but  calls  upon  the  pur- 
chaser to  perform  his  contract  really  and  substantially. 
The  objections  which  have  been  urged  on  the  ground  of 
delay  are  immaterial,  because  the  petition,  so  far  from 
bspeaching  the  sale,  proceeds  on  the  validity  of  the  sale. 
It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  in  a  creditors'  suit  is  the  agent 
of  all  the  creditors ;  but  that  is  not  true  to  the  extent  con- 
tended for.  A  creditor  is  not  bound  hand  and  foot  by 
the  plaintiff,  nor  does  he  delegate  any  authority  to  the 
plaintiff.  Besides,  this  is  not  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff^  but 
of  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — If  I  were  called  upon  to  dis- 
pose of  this  petition  upon  the  question,  whether  or  not 
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1837.  Mr.  Meyrick  has  a  locus  standi  in  this  Court,  I  should 
desire  further  time  for  consideration  before  I  gave  mj 
judgment;  but,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I 
think  it  unnecessary  for  me  to  give  any  opinion  upon  that 
point. 

It  is  said  that,  upon  the  facts  as  proved  on  behalf  of  the 
petitioner,  this  sale  ought  either  to  be  set  aside  altogether, 
or  modified  by  a  reference  to  the  Master,  directing  hhi 
to  ascertain  what  addition  ought  to  be  made  to  the  price 
agreed  to  be  given  by  the  purchaser,  by  reason  of  the  mis- 
description of  the  premises,  and  according  to  the  conditions 
of  sale  which  he  entered  into.   I  know  that  courts  of  equity 
have  gone  a  great  way  in  allowing  contracts  of  this  nature 
to  be  altered  on  the  ground  of  misdescription,  but  I  own 
it  appears  to  me  that  such  a  misdescription  as  this  would 
not  be  ground  for  modifying  the  contract,  but  for  avoiding 
the  sale  altogether.     Assuming,  however,  that  this  case 
comes  within  the  limits  within  which  courts  of  equity  have 
proceeded  in  modifying  contracts  such  as  these,  must  there 
not  be  also  some  limit  as  to  the  time  in  which  they  will 
act?   Without  resorting  to  the  principles  of  law  laid  down 
by  Lord  Eldon,  (to  which,  however,  I  fully  accede),  if 
I  allow  this  party  to  open  the  biddings  four  years  after  be 
has  become  acquainted  with  the  facts  on  which  he  founds 
this  application,  why  may  I  not  allow  him  to  do  the  same 
after  twenty  years  ?     The  ground  on  which  I  dismiss  this 
petition  is,  that  Mr.  Meyrick,  assuming  that  he  would 
have  a  right  to  present  his  petition  if  he  bad  presented  it 
within  a  reasonable  time,  has  not  made  it  appear  to  the 
Court  that  he  was  not  apprised  of  these  facts  in  1833.    It 
appears  that  at  that  time  he  not  only  had  as  a  creditor  an 
interest  in  seeing  every  thing  properly  and  legally  done, 
but  that,  as  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Crawshay,  he  had  in  his 
own  office  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  extent  of  the  es- 
tate; for  he  says  that  in   1833,  in  negociating  for  Mr. 
Crawshay,  he  became  acquainted  with  the  value  of  the 
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estate,  and  how  he  could  be  acquainted  with  the  value  1837. 
without  being  acquainted  with  the  extent,  I  am  at  a  loss 
to  know.  I  must,  therefore,  assume  that  at  that  time  Mr. 
Meyrick  knew  the  extent  of  this  property ;  and  then  the 
question  is,  whether,  in  opposition  to  all  the  other  credi- 
tors who  repudiate  such  a  proceeding,  he  ought  to  come 
forward  in  the  year  1837  and  petition  to  have  this  matter 
go  back  to  the  Master.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  are 
two  sufficient  reasons  for  not  acceding  to  such  an  applica- 
tion. One  is,  that  the  purchaser,  upon  the  faith  that  he 
has  obtained  the  benefit  of  this  contract,  may  have  laid 
out  large  sums  of  money  on  the  premises,  and  to  say  that 
in  four  years  afterwards  the  Court  might  alter  his  interest 
in  the  property,  would  be  to  say  that  the  Court  might  do 
it  after  any  indefinite  time.  The  other  is,  that  as  I  have 
the  interests  of  the  other  creditors  to  take  care  of,  I  ought 
not  to  refer  the  matter  back  to  the  Master,  if  the  proba- 
bility is  that  he  would  have  great  difficulty  in  ascertaining 
the  actual  value  of  the  property  at  that  time.  Now,  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  considering  how  much  the  value  of  land  varies 
in  the  course  of  time  and  with  reference  to  its  situation, 
that  the  Master  could  not  arrive  at  any  result  on  this  sub- 
ject without  great  difficulty;  and,  therefore,  I  think  that 
the  possible  expense  of  such  an  enquiry  in  his  office,  is, 
alone,  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  application. 

As  to  the  purchaser,  I  tiiink^  he  ought  to  be  taken  to 
have  done  his  duty.  Yaughan  was  his  solicitor  and  that 
of  the  other  creditors.  If  it  was  his  duty  to  pay  the  pur- 
chase-money into  Court,  what  could  he  do  more  than  pay 
it  to  the  person  who  was  acting  as  solicitor  for  all  parties  ? 
If  he  had  paid  it  to  his  own  solicitor,  who  was  not  the  so- 
licitor of  the  other  parties,  this  observation  would  not 
apply ;  but,  paying  it  in  the  manner  he  does  is  equiva- 
lent, as  far  as  he  is  concerned,  to  paying  it  into  Court. 
It  was  Yaughan's  business  to  pay  it  into  Court  when  he 
received  it. 

Petition  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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1837.  A  petition  was  now  presented  by  Meyrick,  praying  that 

the  conduct  of  the  cause  might  be  taken  from  the  plaintiir 
Jenkins,  and  might  be  given  to  the  petitioner. 

The  petition,  supported  by  affidavit,  stated  the  origiml 
The  conduct  of  ^®C'®^»  dated  10th  July,  1810,  directing  the  usual  accounts 
a  creditors'  suit    of  the  personalty  and  enquiries  as  to  the  testator's  real 

taken  out  of  the  i         i       i  .  i        i   £u\  %      a       -i     « o  i  ^    i 

hands  of  the  estates;  that  by  his  report,  dated  oOth  April,  loliS,tJie 
^*°Q^J^^^]|[^  Deputy  Remembrancer  stated  the  amount  of  debts  and 
and  misman-       credits,  and  amoniTst  other  credits,  a  balance  of  S89L  doe 

agement  m  re-  '^ 

gard  to  the  from  T.  H.  Gwvnne,  and  found  that  the  testator  was,  it 
estates,  ddiay  in  ^^  time  of  his  death,  the  owner  in  fee  of  certain  red 
moncy^into'*^^  estates,  some  in  possession,  and  others  in  reversion  ex- 
Court,  and  the    pectant  on  the  life  estate  of  T.  H.  Gwynne ;  that  by  the 

appropriaUon 

by  the  plaintiff's  decree  made  on  further  directions,  dated  the  4th  Maj, 
andprofiteof"'*  1812,  T,  H.  G Wynne  was  ordered  to  pay  his  balance  into 
Sw:?^'"  f\k  ^^"*'*  ^"  ^^  before  the  4th  February  ensuing,  and  the 
costs.  deputy  Remembrancer  was  to  proceed  to  a  sale  of  th$ 

testator's  real  estates ;  that  no  steps  were  thereupon  taken 
by  the  plaintiffs  for  effecting  a  sale  of  the  real  estates  of 
which  the  testator  was  seized  in  fee  at  the  time  of  hii 
death,  or  for  securing  the  rents  and  profits  for  the  benefit 
of  the  creditors ;  that  T.  H.  Gwynne  never  paid  the 
balance  due  from  him  into  Court,  and  no  steps  were  takes 
by  the  plaintiff  to  enforce  the  order  for  that  purpose ;  tbst 
T.  H.  Gwynne  died  in  1826,  but  that  no  steps  were  there* 
upon  taken  by  the  plaintiff  for  selling  the  real  estates  or 
securing  the  rents  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors ;  tbst 
by  an  order  of  the  21st  May,  1829,  it  was  referred  to  the 
Master  to  approve  of  a  scheme  for  a  sale  of  the  estates  io 
lots,  and  that  the  Master  accordingly  caused  the  estalet 
to  be  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  in  lots  on  the  20th  Jolyi 
1831,  when  several  of  the  lots  were  sold ;  that  lot  50 
was  not  sold  at  the  auction  but  purchased  by  private  cmi« 
tract  by  Henry  Jones,  who,  by  an  order  of  May,  183S, 
was  ordered  to  pay  his  purchase  money  into  Court  on  the 
12th  June  then  ensuing;  that  Henry  Jones  purchased  this 
lot  at  an  undervalue  by  reason  of  the  plaintiflb  having 
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misdescribed  the  premises  (a),  and  that  his  purchase-  1837* 
money  was  not  paid  into  Court  until  the  17th  June  last ; 
that  Philip  Vaughan,  of  Brecon,  had,  throughout  the  pro- 
ceedings, acted  aa  the  solicitor  for  all  parties  interested  in 
the  suit,  and  had  had  the  sole  management  thereof,  and 
of  the  sales  which  had  been  made  under  it ;  and  that  he 
had  also  been  employed  by  Henry  Jones  in  the  matter  of 
bis  purchase,  and  had  been  instructed  to  prepare  the  con- 
veyance ;  that  upon  the  sale  of  the  estates  in  1831,  several 
persons  had  purchased  lots,  but  had  paid  their  purchase 
money  or  had  taken  possession  at  times  inconsistent  with 
the  order,  and  that  one  of  them,  William  Crawshay,  had 
paid  only  part  of  his  purchase  money  into  Court ;  and, 
lastly,  that  the  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor,  Vaughan,  was  in 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the  several  estates  from  the 
respective  deaths  of  the  testator  and  T.  H.  Gwynne,  until 
the  purchasers  were  let  into  possession,  but  that  no  ac- 
counta  of  the  rents  was  ever  rendered,  nor  had  they  been 
brought  into  Court  in  the  cause. 

Mr.  Vaughan,  by  his  affidavit,  stated  in  substance,  that 
the  delay  of  the  sale  was  occasioned,  in  the  first  instance, 
by  the  infancy  of  one  of  the  parties  who  was  entitled  in 
reversion  under  the  will  of  the  testator ;  that  the  estates 
afterwards  became  depreciated ;  and  that,  in  1831,  five  of 
the  creditors  were  appointed  to  conduct  the  sale,  under 
whose  directions  he  acted ;  that  various  lots  were  then 
sold,  of  which  one  lot  was  sold  to  Mr*  Crawshay;  that 
Crawshay  had  refused  to  pay  his  purchase  money,  and 
had  raised  various  points  of  law  which  had  delayed  the 
proceedings,  and  that  the  petitioner  Meyrick  acted  as  his 
•olicitor ;  that  he,  Vaughan,  had  not  been  concerned  as 
solicitor  in  the  cause  throughout  all  the  proceedings,  nor 
at  any  time  was  he  concerned  for  all  parties  in  the  suit ; 
those  who  represented  the  real  estates  appearing  by  sepa- 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  621,  622. 
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1837.  rate  solicitors.  He  admitted  that  he  had  received,  to  bii 
own  use^  the  rents  of  the  real  estates,  but  he  stated  thit 
he  had  taken  them  in  discharge  of  his  costs,  which  they 
were  not  sufficient  to  satisfy,  and  that  he  was  ready  to 
account  for  them. 

It  appeared,  that  under  the  will  of  the  testator,  the 
estates  were  vested  in  his  daughter,  Anna  Maria  Holfoid, 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  son  James  P.  6«  Holford, 
and  other  of  her  sons,  in  tail ;  and  that  in  1828,  when  die 
sons  were  of  age,  a  proposition  was  made  by  Mrs.  Holfoid 
to  the  creditors,  with  a  view  of  bringing  the  suit  to  ta 
end,  but  that  that  proposition  yras  declined.  This,  and 
some  other  circumstances,  are  noticed  more  particularlj 
in  the  arguments  and  judgment. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Booths  for  the  petition.--lB 
suits  instituted  by  creditors,  the  Court  will  not  allow  tbe 
same  solicitor  to  act  for  all  parties.  The  same  solicitor 
cannot  act  for  the  creditors  and  also  for  parties  who  are 
accountable  to  the  estate :  Spode  v.  Smith  (a).  Independ- 
ently of  that  circumstance,  the  interests  of  the  creditors 
in  this  case  have  been  grossly  neglected.  An  order  which 
had  been  made  in  1812  for  the  payment  into  Court  oft 
balance  due  from  T.  H.  Gwynne,  was  never  enforced, 
although  G Wynne  lived  till  1826.  It  is  immaterial,  in  that 
view  of  the  case,  whether  Vaughan  was  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor  at  that  time  or  not,  for  the  conduct  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  equally  blameable.  But,  according  to  Vaughan's 
own  statement,  he  seems  to  have  begun  acting  for  the 
plaintiff  in  1820;  therefore,  from  1820  to  1826,  there  was 
culpable  neglect  in  not  enforcing  that  payment,  and  loa 
of  interest  to  the  creditors.  Then  there  was  a  manifest 
neglect  in  the  conduct  of  the  sales.  After  your  Lordship's 
decision  upon  the  former  petition,  we  shall  say  nothing 

(a)  SRuss.  611. 
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upon  the  sale  of  lot  50  as  affecting  the  purchaser ;  but  we         1837* 

are  entitled  to  say  that  that  sale  was  grossly  mismanaged  by        p 

the  persons  who  conducted  it.     Besides,  it  is  not  disputed  «> 

North. 

that  although  the  purchase  money  for  that  lot  was  paid  by 
Jones  to  Vaughan  in  January,  1832,  it  was  not  paid  into 
Court  by  Vaughan  till  June,  1837;  and  yet,  in  the  mean- 
time,  Jones  was  let  into  possession  by  an  order  of  the 
Court.  No  reasonable  cause  whatever  is  assigned  for  the 
delay  in  winding  up  these  proceedings.  Whatever  the 
objections  of  Mr.  Crawshay  were  to  the  title  of  the  pre- 
mises which  he  purchased,  it  was  the  plain tiff^s  duty  to 
make  him  pay  his  purchase  money  into  Court. 

The  remaining  ground  of  this  application  is  the  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  by  Vaughan,  without  accounting 
for  them.  It  now  appears,  for  the  first  time,  that  they 
have  been  paid  in  part  discharge  of  his  costs,  but  he  had 
no  lien  upon  them  for  his  costs.  [  The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — 
One  does  not  see  how  he  could  receive  the  rents,  except 
for  the  reversioners.]  And  if  he  received  for  the  rever- 
sioners, he  acted  for  all  parties.  It  is  scarcely  necessary 
to  cite  cases  in  support  of  this  application,  but  Powell  v. 
WaUworih  (a),  and  Fleming  v.  Prior  (6),  are  in  point. 

Mr.  Sutton  Sharpe  for  the  plaintiff*. — ^When  it  is  said 
that  a  solicitor  acts  for  all  parties  in  a  creditors*  suit,  the 
meaning  is^  that  he  is  the  solicitor  both  of  the  creditor  and 
the  debtor.  That  was  not  the  case  here.  This  suit  was 
instituted  for  the  purpose  of  charging  these  real  estates 
with  Roderick  Gwynne*s  debts.  The  parties  representing 
the  real  estates  have  always  contested  the  matter,  and 
appeared  by  separate  solicitors.  The  conduct  of  the  peti- 
tioner is  disingenuous ;  for  he  was  acquainted  with  all  the 
facts  connected  with  the  suit  from  the  beginning.     The 

(a)  2  Madd.  183.  {h)  5  Madd.  423. 

VOL.  II.  T   T  EQ*  EX. 
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1837.  suit  was  not  in  feet  conducted  solely  by  the  plaintiff,  bot 
by  committees  of  creditors  who  held  yarious  meetingi 
during  the  progress  of  it.  The  petitioner  was  himself 
present  at  several  of  these  meetings,  particularly  at  the 
meeting  in  18S8,  when  Mrs.  Holford's  proposition  was 
considered.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  act  for  himself  only,  as  is  usual  in  creditors'  suits,  hut 
for  the  body  of  the  creditors ;  and  the  petitioner  knew  that 
fact.  The  delay  of  the  sale  originally  arose  from  the 
minority  of  the  reversioners,  for  at  that  time  the  puol 
could  demur.  When  the  infants  came  of  age,  Mrs.  Hol- 
ford  made  a  proposition  for  a  settlement  with  the  crediton; 
but  that  proposition  being  rejected,  principally  thtoogh 
the  means  of  the  petitioner,  a  further  delay  took  plaee. 
After  that  period  there  was  a  depreciation  in  the  propertj, 
but  in  1831  part  of  it  was  sold.  The  payment  of  Jonei'i 
purchase-money  into  Court  was  delayed  by  reason  of  thi 
petitioner's  notice  to  Vaughan  that  he  intended  to  diqnite 
the  validity  of  that  purchase.  Besides  the  lots  so  pa^ 
chased  originally  formed  part  of  the  same  farm  with  the 
lots  purchased  by  Crawshay,  of  which  the  title  is  ob- 
jected to.  With  respect  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents,  it  ii 
submitted  that  Vaughan's  conduct,  under  the  drcum- 
stances,  was  completely  justifiable. 

Mr.  Simpkinsan,  in  reply. — ^There  is  no  proof  of  sbj 
acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  petitioner  in  the  miseoD- 
duct  of  the  plaintiff,  more  especially  as  it  appears  tiisl» 
in  1832,  Meyrick  requested  Vaughan  to  apply  for  a  le- 
ceiver,  which  Vaughan  omitted  to  do,  without  assigniog 
any  reason  for  his  omission,  or  mentioning  the  propositios 
to  the  other  creditors.  With  respect  to  the  ctelay,  it 
seems  proper  to  advert  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  cases  of  this  nature.  That  practice^  which  is 
regulated  by  Ord.  56,  3rd  April,  1828,  might  be  adopted 
with  advantage  in  this  Court. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  6S8 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — My  decision  upon  the  last 
petition  has  no  necessary  or  natural  connexion  with  this. 
I  thought  it  unnecessary  to  grant  the  prayer  of  that  pe- 
tition^  because  it  was  presented  by  a  creditor  after  a  lapse 
of  four  years  from  the  time  he  first  became  acquainted 
with  the  circumstance  of  which  he  complained,  against  a 
bond  Jide  purchaser^  who  had  paid  his  purchase  money 
into  Court  as  shortly  as  he  could. 

This  is  a  petition  presented  by  a  creditor  in  a  creditors* 
suit,  complaining  of  such  miscarriage  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  solicitor,  as  requires,  in  his  judgment,  a 
change  in  the  mode  of  conducting  the  suit.  I  consider 
that  where  a  bill  is  filed  by  a  creditor  for  the  common 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  the  matter  is  placed  entirely  in 
the  hands  of  the  Court,  and  that  all  parties  before  the  Court 
are  equally  bound  by  the  order  of  the  Court ;  and  that  in 
case  of  misconduct  in  any  of  the  parties  whose  duty  it  is 
to  carry  a  decree  into  execution,  the  Court  will  administer 
a  remedy  in  the  same  manner  as  where  one  of  its  own  offi- 
cers is  guilty  of  misconduct  in  the  execution  of  its  decrees. 
In  a  suit  so  constituted,  the  interest  of  the  general  body 
of  the  creditors  is  administered  by  the  Court,  and  the 
Court  must  see  that  interest  duly  consulted.  Has  it  been 
duly  consulted  in  this  case  ?  It  appears  to  me  to  be  by  far 
the  most  probable  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  cir- 
cumstances which  have  been  proved,  that  it  has  not  been 
duly  consulted. 

In  18S8,  when  the  tenant  for  life  of  these  estates  died, 
and  the  persons  entitled  in  reversion  were  of  age,  a  ques- 
tion was  entertained,  whether  or  not  a  proposition  which 
had  been  made  by  those  persons  and  their  mother,  Mrs. 
Holford,  with  a  view  of  bringing  the  suit  to  a  conclusion, 
should  be  acceded  to.  A  meeting  took  place,  and  the 
offer  made  by  Mrs.  Holford  was  to  pay  all  the  debts  up 
to  the  year  1812,  with  interest  At  that  meeting,  Meyrick 
and  other  creditors  attended,  and  objected  to  that  settle- 
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1837.         ment.     They  must  have  objected  to  it  on  the  ground  that 
the  decree  would  produce  a  larger  fund  for  them  tlian 
V.  what  this  lady  offered  them.     They  must  liaye  thought  it 

better  to  go  in  and  obtain  payment  of  their  debts  under 
an  order  of  the  Court,  than  under  that  compromise.  Yet 
it  appears  that  these  proceedings  have  gone  on  to  the  year 
1837,  and  that  the  estate  has  not  been  administered,  nor 
the  creditors  paid.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  delay  has 
been  duly  accounted  for  which  took  place  between  the  year 
18^8,  when  the  creditors  met,  and  the  year  1831,  when, 
for  the  first  time,  a  sale  was  made  of  part  of  the  estates. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  lot  50  by  private  con- 
tract, in  December,  1831.  That  lot  was  sold  to  Henry 
Jones  for  973/.  Jones  paid  his  purchase-money  to  the 
gentleman  representing  the  plaintiff,  in  January,  18S2^ 
and  he  was  accordingly  let  into  possession.  In  March 
following,  an  application  was  made  by  the  party  cooduct- 
ing  the  suit,  for  an  order  on  the  purchaser  to  pay  his 
purchase-money  into  Court,  and  the  order  was  accord- 
ingly made.  It  does  not  appear  that  any  creditor  knew 
that  the  money  was  not  in  Court,  and  bearing  interest  for 
the  general  benefit;  but  it  appears  that  from  January, 
1832,  to  June,  1837,  five  years  and  a  half,  the  money  re- 
mained  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  solicitor,  and 
was  not  accounted  for ;  and  it  is  left  to  the  ingenuity  of 
counsel  to  surmise  that  objections  to  the  title  stood  in  the 
way  of  payment  of  this  money  into  Court,  which  had  been 
actually  paid  to  the  solicitor.  Though  it  is  in  his  hands 
all  the  time — though  it  is  in  the  hands  of  the  individual 
conducting  the  suit  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  it  is 
not  applied  for  their  benefit  but  his  own*  Therefore, 
considering  him  merely  as  an  agent  of  the  Court,  coih 
ducting  a  suit  for  the  benefit  of  the  suitors,  I  cannot  say 
that  the  delay  in  this  instance  is  one  which  can  be  tole- 
rated by  the  Court.  It  is  a  delay  of  such  a  nature  as 
might,  under  some  circumstances,  prove  very  serious  to  the 
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purchaser.     What  would  have  been  the  case  if  the  money        1837* 
had  been  paid  to  an  officer  of  the  Court  and  he  had  re- 
tained it  ?     The  result  would  have  been  that  the  Court 
would  have  dismissed  that  officer ;  or  at  all  events  would 
have  charged  him  with  51.  per  cent,  interest. 

Again,  it  appears  that  when  the  estate  was  not  sold  in 
18^8,  a  suggestion  was  made  by  Meyrick  to  Vaughan  re- 
lative to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  That  might  have 
been  a  proper  suggestion  if  the  rents  were  adequate  for 
that  purpose,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  might  have  been 
proper  to  refuse  it;  but  it  is  not  disputed  that  Meyrick's 
proposition  was  made  with  a  view  of  being  taken  into  con- 
sideration by  the  creditors  generally.  Yet  it  is  charged 
against  Vaughan  that  he  did  not  inform  the  creditors  of 
this  proposition ;  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  he  kept  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  and  took  to  his  own  use  the  rents 
and  profits  which  ought  to  have  been  placed  in  the  gene- 
ral fund,  and  the  answer  which  he  gives  on  this  subject  is, 
that  he  took  those  rents  in  discharge  of  his  costs.  But  the 
Court  ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  say,  whether  or  not 
they  should  have  been  so  appropriated,  the  order  being 
that  the  estate  should  be  sold  and  the  money  paid  into 
Court.  It  was  an  oversight,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  not  to 
state  to  the  creditors  how  the  rents  were  applied. 

There  are  other  circumstances,  though  perhaps  not  so 
strong  or  specific  as  those  which  I  have  mentioned,  which 
bring  me  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  conduct  of  the  suit 
ought  to  be  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  present  plaintiff. 
Then  the  question  is,  whether  it  ought  to  be  placed  in 
the  hands  of  Meyrick.  It  seems  to  roe  that  a  distinction 
must  be  made  in  regard  to  his  character  as  a  creditor,  and 
as  the  solicitor  of  one  of  the  parties,  who  is  accountable 
to  the  estate.  As  a  creditor  no  objection  would  be  made 
to  him  by  the  Court  or  the  creditors ;  but,  as  the  solicitor 
of  Crawshay,  who  is  one  of  the  remaining  accounting  par- 
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ties^  I  tbink  it  is  not  desirable  that  he  should  hafe  the 
conduct  of  the  suit.  I  shall,  therefore,  refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  appoint  a  creditor  for  that  purpose* 

Order  accordingly. 


NovAlth. 

Words  of  rc- 
commendadon 
inawiUheld 
not  to  Amount 
toatrmt 


Ex  parte  Payne— In  the  Matter  of  the  Great  Westerk 

Railway  Act. 

X  HE  company,  having  purchased  lands  of  the  petitioner, 
had  paid  the  purchase  money  into  Court,  under  a  clause 
of  their  act  of  Parliament,  which  authorizes  that  mode  of 
proceeding  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  from  infants,  tenants 
for  life,  and  other  persons  under  legal  disabilities.  The 
company  conceived  that  the  words  of  the  will  under  which 
the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  the  property  in  qoestioo, 
left  it  doubtful  whether  she  took  an  estate  for  life  only,  or 
in  fee.  The  petitioner  having  presented  her  petidon  to 
have  the  money  paid  out  of  Court  to  Iier  absolute  use,  the 
question  now  came  on  for  the  decision  of  the  Court. 

The  words  of  the  will  (the  testator  having  in  the  first  in- 
stance devised  the  property  absolutely  to  the  petitioner, hit 
daughter,  in  fee)  were  as  follows: — "And  I  doherebj 
declare  that  the  estate  and  property  hereinbefore  devised 
and  bequeathed  by  me  to  my  said  dear  daughter,  is  in- 
tended as  some  reward  for  her  affectionate,  unwearied, 
and  unexampled  attention  to  me  during  my  illness  for 
many  years,  and  is  kept  separate  from  the  other  interests 
she  will  take  under  this  my  will,  as  a  memorial  and  testi- 
mony thereof.  And  I  direct  my  said  daughter  to  keep 
the  buildings,  gardens,  and  premises  in  good  repair,  order, 
and  condition;  and  in  case  she  should  happen  to  marry, 
I  strongly  recommend  her  to  execute  a  settlement  of  the 
said  estate,  and  thereby  to  vest  the  same  in  trustees,  to  be 
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chosen  and  approved  of  by  her,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of        1837- 
herself  and  her  assigns  for  her  life ;  with  remainder  to  her       ^^  ^^^ 
husband  and  his  assigns  for  his  life ;  with  remainder  to  all        Payne. 
and  every  the  children  she  may  happen  to  have,  if  more 
than  one,  share  and  share  alike ;  and  if  but  one,  the  whole 
to  such  one,  or  to  such  other  uses  as  my  said  daughter 
shall  think  proper,  to  the  intent  that  the  said  estate,  in  the 
event  of  her  marriage,  may  be  effectually  protected  and 
secured." 

It  appeared  that  the  petitioner  was  fifty-eight  years 
of  age. 

Mr.  MonrOf  for  the  petitioner,  observed  that  under 
this  will  she  took  absolutely,  and  that  there  could  be  no 
trust,  because  neither  the  persons  to  whom  the  estates 
were  limited,  nor  the  estates  themselves,  were  certain.  It 
was  true  the  petitioner  might  marry,  and  have  children, 
but  until  those  events  occurred  the  parties  to  take  were 
uncertain ;  and  even  then  the  estates  were  uncertain,  for 
they  were  limited  to  her  husband  and  children,  or  to  such 
other  uses  as  she  should  think  proper. 

Mr.  Stevens^  for  the  company,  did  not  oppose  the  pe- 
tition. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  opinion  that  the  peti- 
tioner had  a  right  to  convey  the  property  absolutely,  and 
therefore  made  the  order  as  prayed. 

See  Luhmere  v.  LavUf2yi.  k K.  197. 
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Martineau  v.  Cox. 
Nov.  ink.     ^^ 

A  partner,  re-  -L  HIS  was  a  bill  seeking  to  charge  the  defendant,  as  a 
iand°  ofa^oQM  Partner  in  a  house  carrying  on  business  as  merchants  and 
carrying  on        factors  in  Portusral.  with  the  value  of  certain  bombazeens, 

boiineat  abroad,  *; 

is  not  bound  to  which  the  plaintiff  had,  through  the  medium  oF  the  de- 
schedaie  of  fcndant.  Consigned  to  the  Portugal  house  for  sale.  The 
kUnffto  andVn  ^^^fendant  resided  in  London,  where  he  carried  on  busineti 
the  custody  of  as  a  merchant  on  his  own  separate  account,  and  had 
house.  had,  in  that  character,  various  dealings  with  the  plaintiff. 

Amongst  other  things,  the  bill  charged  that  there  were  in 
the  possession  or  custody  of  the  house  in  Portugal  various 
books  of  account,  papers,  writings,  and  memorandums, 
whereby  the  partnership  between  the  defendant  and  that 
house  would  appear,  and  whereby  certain  dealings  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  would  appear  to  have  been  carried  on 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendant  on  the  partner- 
ship account.  To  the  inquiries  founded  on  this  charge, 
the  defendant  answered,  that  he  could  only  set  forth  such 
books,  &c.  as  concerned  his  separate  dealings  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  such  as  related  to  consignments  which  he  bad 
made  for  them  to  the  Portuguese  firm ;  but  that  he  knew 
nothing  of  the  books,  accounts,  and  transactions  of  the 
Portuguese  house  as  a  partnership.  He  admitted  that,  to 
a  certain  extent,  he  was  a  partner  in  the  Portuguese  house. 
An  exception  having  been  taken  to  the  defendant's  answer 
for  insufficiency, 

Mr.  Rogers  appeared  in  support  of  the  exception.— 
Although  the  defendant  may  have  no  personal  knowledge 
of  the  matters  inquired  after,  he  has  the  means  of  know- 
ledge, and  it  does  not  appear  that  he  has  taken  all  the 
steps  he  might  have  taken  to  get  the  information  required. 
In  Neate  v.  Duke  of  Marlborough  (a),  it  is  laid  down,  that 

(a)  Ante,  p.  3. 
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if  a  bill  state  a  fact  not  denied  by  the  answer,  by  which  it 
appears  that  the  defendant  has  the  means  of  making  the     |. 
inquiry,  he  must  answer  as  to  the  result  of  his  inquiry.  9. 

Here,  the  defendant  has  the  means  of  inquiry.  The  books 
in  question  are  in  the  possession  of  the  Portuguese  house ; 
and  the  possession  of  one  partner  being  the  possession  of 
the  other,  he  ought  to  set  forth  a  schedule  of  these  books. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  case  which  has  been 
cited  has  no  application  to  the  present.  Situated  as  the 
defendant  is,  I  do  not  think  he  is  bound  to  write  to  his 
partner  for  these  books^  His  partners  are  in  another 
country,  and  he  has  no  control  over  their  dealings  and 
transactions.  A  man  is  not  bound  to  know  the  affairs  of 
a  partnership  in  Portugal  or  in  India,  in  which  he  may 
happen  to  have  a  share.  He  is  bound  bff  their  transac- 
tions, it  is  true,  but  he  is  not  bound  to  know  them.  Sup- 
pose the  defendant  gave  a  schedule  of  these  books,  and 
the  partners  abroad  refused  to  give  them  up ;  how  could 
this  Court  enforce  their  production  ?  The  Court  is  not 
bound  to  commence  the  exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  which  it 
cannot  ultimately  enforce.  I  cannot  make  an  order  on  a 
gentleman  in  Portugal. 

Exception  overruled. 

See  Farguhanon  v.  Balfour,  Turn.  &  Rius.  190. 
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JuLy  7  th. 
Dee.  la. 

DeTiie  to  the 

testator's  two 

brothers, 

Arthur  (who 

was 

law)  and  Pere- 


of  testator's 
lands  and  pre- 
mises at  A., 
subject  to  the 
life  interest 
therein  of  the 
testator's  father, 
the  other  re- 
maining third 
part  of  the  said 
lands  and  pre- 


1837. 

Arthur  Bowen,   Peregrine   Bowen,>        . 
and  Lucy  Bowen,  Spinster,  J  * 

and 

James  Scowcroft,  the  elder,  Charles'^ 
Bowen  Allen,  John  Arthur  Allen, 
Peregrine  Shaw  Allen,  Thomas 
Scowcroft,  William  Bowen  Scow- 
croft,  Martha  Elizabeth  Scow-  ^  DefendaDts. 
CROFT,  Hugh  Arthur  Fender  Scow- 
croft, Richard  Mathias,  Thomas 
Gwynne,  and  James  Scowcroft,  the 
younger,    - 

William  bowen  the  younger,  by  his  will,  dated 
the  4th  November,  1810,  duly  executed  and  attested  to 
Usbeir-at-    P*ss  real  estate,  devised  as  follows : — 

"In  the  name  of  God,  Amen,  I,  William  Bowen, juDm 

gnne,  one-third  /  »     »  # 

part  each,  share   Captain  in  his  Majesty's  59th  regiment  of  Infantry,  ftc. 

&c.  &c.,  do  declare  this  to  be  my  last  will  and  testament. 
I  will  and  bequeath  to  my  two  brothers,  Arthur  and 
Peregrine  Bowen,  Esquires,  one-third  part  each,  share 
and  share  alike,  of  the  lands  and  premises  in  Prendergtst 
and  Ambleston,  county  of  Pembroke,  in  which  my  father 
William  Bowen,  sen..  Esquire,  has  a  life  interest,  accordiDg 
to  a  bequest  or  deed  executed  by  his  late  uncle  Frandi 

tesutor's  listers,  Bowen,  Esquire,  deceased,  (my  grand-uncle),  and  settled 

share  and  »hue  ^y  ^^^  ^^  ™®  '"  remainder,  after  the  decease  of  my  much 
aiiite,  making     respected  father,  said  William  Bowen,  sen..  Esquire,  who, 

a  sixth  part  to  f  '  »  f        ^         »         ' 

each,  of  the  said  I  sincerely  hope,  may  enjoy  it  for  many,  many  years  to 

lands  and  pre- 
mises, and  in 

esse  of  their  demise,  he  willed,  bequeathed,  and  devised  their  respective  shares  to  be  equally  di- 
vided among  their  children,  or  their  lawful  heirs,  observing  first,  that  his  (the  testator^s)  frtkr 
was  entitled  to  raise  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  according  to  a  bond  ezecottd 
to  him  by  the  testator: — Held,  first,  that  the  words  **  in  case  of  their  demise,"  applied  tothedeviii 
to  the  two  sisters  only,  and  had  no  reference  to  the  previous  devise.  Secondly,  that  the  devise  is 
Peregrine,  the  younger  brother,  was  for  life  only  ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  two  sisters  took  estatn 
for  life  only  in  the  shares  devised  to  them,  with  remainder  to  their  children,  as  tenanti  in 
mon  in  fee. 


SCOWCROFT. 
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come ;  the  other  remaining  third  of  those  said  above-men-         ^^* 
tioned  lands  and  premises,  in  Prendergast  and  Amble-        Bowkn 
ston,  I  will  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  sisters,  Mary  Al* 
len  and  Lucy  Bowen,  share  and  share  ahke,  making  a 
sixth  part  to  each,  of  the  before  mentioned  lands  and  pre- 
mises ;  and,  in  case  of  their  demise,  I  will  and  bequeath 
and  devise  their  respective  shares  or  proportions  to  be 
equally  divided  amongst  their  children  or  their  lawful 
heirs,    observing — first,   that  my   dear  father,    William 
Bowen,  sen.,  Esq.,  is  entitled  to  raise  the  sum  of  2,000/. 
sterling,  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  according  to  a  bond  or 
deed  executed  by  me  to  him  on  the  15th  April,  1802,  for 
that  purpose.    I  also  will  and  bequeath  to  my  dear  father 
102.  sterling,  to  purchase  a  mourning  ring,  or  any  other  to- 
ken of  remembrance.    I  further  will  and  bequeath  to  Mary 
Bradshaw,  of  Newark,  five  hundred  star  pagodas,  or  two 
hundred  pounds  sterling,  which  I  lately  deposited  with 
Messrs.  Harrington  &  Co.,  agents  at  Madras,  who  are 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  pay  the  same  into  the 
hands  of  my  executors,  to  be  remitted  by  them  to  the  said 
Mary  Bradshaw.    I  also  will  and  bequeath  to  my  brother, 
Peregrine  Bowen,  all  the  personal  property  I  may  die  pos- 
sessed of,  as  well  as  any  prize  money  I  may  hereafter  be- 
come entitled  to,  by  the  capture  of  the  Isle  of  France  and 
its  dependencies,  requesting  my  dear  brother  to  purchase 
out  of  it  a  gold  watch,  of  the  value  of  twenty-five  guineas^ 
to  be  presented  as  a  gift  of  true  esteem  to  my  kind  friend 
Henry  Rees,  Esq.,  attorney-at-law.  I  do  hereby  constitute 
and  appoint  Lieutenant  Richard  Lenton  and  Paymaster 
Hickman  Rose,  of  his  Majesty's  59th  regiment,  to  be  my 
lawful  executors  to  this  my  last  will  and  testament.*' 

The  testator,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  thence- 
forward down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  was  seised  or  en- 
titled to  the  reversion  or  remainder  in  fee  simple  expectant 
on  the  death  of  his  father  William  Bowen,  the  elder,  (and 
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1S37.         subject  to  two  terms  of  900  years  and  1 ,000  years^  vested 
BowEN       ^^  trustees  for  raising  and  paying  to  the  said  William 
V*  Bowen  the  elder,  bis  executors  or  administrators,  under 

one  of  the  said  terms,  a  sum  of  ^lOOO/Lj  and  for  raising  and 
paying,  under  the  other  of  the  said  terms,  a  like  sum  of 
2,000/L  to  the  said  William  Bowen  the  younger,  his  exe- 
cutors and  administrators,)  of  and  in  divers  hereditaments 
situate  in  the  parishes  of  Prendergast  and  Ambleston,  in 
the  county  of  Pembroke. 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  and  execution 
of  his  will,  without  having  ever  been  married,  and  with- 
out having  revoked  or  altered  his  will  with  respect  to 
his  real  estate,  leaving  the  plaintiff  Arthur  Bowen,  his 
elder  brother  and  heir-at-law,  and  the  plaintiff  Peregrine 
Bowen,  his  only  other  brother,  and  two  sisters,  the  plain- 
tiff Lucy  Bowen  and  Mary  Allen,  then  a  widow,  and  since 
deceased. 

William  Bowen,  the  elder,  died  some  time  after  the 
testator,  and  Mary  Allen,  after  the  date  and  execution  of 
the  testator's  will,  intermarried  with  the  defendant  James 
Scowcroft  the  elder,  and  afterwards  died,  leaving  eight 
children  surviving  her,  namely,  the  defendants  Charles 
Bowen  Allen,  her  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law,  and  the 
defendants  John  Arthur  Allen,  and  Peregrine  Shaw  Allen, 
her  children  by  her  first  husband  John  Allen,  deceased; 
and  the  defendants  Thomas  Scowcroft,  James  Scowcroft, 
the  younger,  William  Bowen  Scowcroft,  Martha  Elizabeth 
Scowcroft,  and  Hugh  Arthur  Fender  Scowcroft,  her 
children  by  her  second  husband,  the  defendant  James 
Scowcroft  the  elder. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  but  during  the  lifetime 
of  his  father,  the  tenant  for  life,  the  defendant  James 
Scowcroft  the  elder,  and  Mary  his  wife,  levied  a  fine  tur 
conusance  de  droit  iantum  of  the  one-sixth  part  or  share 
of  Mary  Scowcroft  in  the  estates  devised   by  the  will  of 
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the  testator.    No  uses  were,  at  that  time,  declared  of  the         1837. 
fine.     The  tenant  for  life  died  shortly  after  the  levying  of      \^ 
this  fine ;  and  upon  his  death,  the  defendant,  James  Scow-  9. 

croft,  the  elder^  and  Mary  his  wife,  entered  into  the  re-^ 
ceipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  one-sixth  share  of 
the  estates  devised  by  the  testator's  will,  and  they  con- 
tinued in  such  receipt. 

Mrs.  Scowcroft  died  suddenly  in  consequence  of  an  ac- 
cident, having,  immediately  prior  to  her  decease,  executed 
a  short  deed,  declaring  the  uses  of  the  fine  levied  by  her 
to  be  to  her  husband,  the  defendant^  James  Scowcroft, 
and  her  brother,  the  plaintiff.  Peregrine  Browne,  in  fee. 
The  intention  of  tlie  parties,  however,  was,  though  not  ex- 
pressed by  any  deed,  that  Mrs.  Scowcroft*s  share  should 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  for  the  benefit  of  her 
children. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Arthur  Bowen,  Peregrine  Bowen, 
and  Lucy  Bowen,  against  the  husband  and  children  of 
Mrs.  Scowcroft,  and  against  Richard  Mathias  and  Tho- 
mas Gwynne,  to  whom  the  plaintifi*,  Arthur  Bowen,  had 
assigned  his  share,  upon  certain  trusts,  for  payment  of 
his  debts,  and  it  prayed  a  partition  of  the  estates. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  dated 
the  13th  of  July,  1835,  it  was  referred  to  the  Master  to 
inquire  and  report  to  the  Court  what  children  of  Mary 
Scowcroft  were  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said 
testator;  and  whether  any  children  of  the  said  Mary  Scow- 
croft>  deceased,  were  born  subsequently  to  the  death  of 
the  said  testator^  and  whether  any  and  which  of  them  were 
since  dead,  and  whether  any  and  which  of  them  who  had 
died^  died  intestate  or  not,  and  who  were  the  heirs-at-law 
or  devisees  of  such  of  them  who  had  since  died ;  and  if 
the  Master  should  find  that  all  the  children  of  Mary  Scow- 
croft who  were  then  living,  or  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  such 
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of  them  who  were  then  dead^  were  parties  Co  the  rait,  then 
the  said  Master  was  to  inquire  and  report  to  the  Court 
what  shares  and  interests  the  said  phuntiSs  and  defendaaU 
respectively,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  were  respectifdj 
entitled  to  in  the  hereditaments. 

The  Master,  by  his  report,  dated  the  1st  of  July,  1837, 
certified  that  the  plaintiff,  Arthur  Bowen,  by  the  will  of 
the  testator,  or  as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  or  pardy 
by  such  will  and  partly  as  such  beir-at-law,  became  seised 
of  or  entitled  to  one-third  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  sud 
hereditaments  in  fee  simple :  and  by  the  said  will,  or  ss 
such  heir  at  law,  he  also  became  seised  of  or  entitled  to 
an  estate  of  inheritance  in  reversion,  immediately  expec- 
tant upon  the  decease,  or  other  sooner  determination  of 
the  estate  for  life  therein  of  the  plaintiff,  Per^rine 
Bowen,  of  and  in  another  third  part  or  share  of  and  in 
the  same  hereditaments :  and  that  such  two-third  parts  or 
shares  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments,  were  then  vested 
in  the  said  defendants,  Richard  Mathias  and  Thomas 
Gwynne,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  release  of  the 
12th  February,  1833,  in  the  report  mentioned.  And  the 
Master  found  that  the  testator,  by  his  said  will,  devised 
one-third  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments 
to  the  plaintiff.  Peregrine  Bowen,  for  his  life ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff.  Peregrine  Bowen,  was  seised  of  or  entitled 
to  such  third  part  or  share,  of  and  in  the  said  heredita- 
ments, for  his  Ufe.  And  the  Master  found  that  the  said 
testator,  by  his  said  will,  devised  one-sixth  part  or  share 
of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments,  to  the  said  Mary  Scow- 
croft,  formerly  Mary  Allen,  for  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  the  said  testator  devised  such  sixth  part  or  sbaie 
of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments,  to  all  the  children  of 
the  said  Mary  Scowcroft,  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants 
in  common  in  fee   simple;    and   that    the  defendants, 
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Charles  Bowen  Allen,  John  Allen,  Peregrine  Shaw  Al-  lBd7. 
len,  James  Scowcroft  the  younger,  William  Bowen  Scow-  bowbn 
croft,   Martha  Elizabeth   Scowcroft,  and  Hugh  Arthur  »• 

Scowcroft. 

Fender  Scowcroft,  were  seised  of  or  entitled  to  such 
last-mentioned  sixth  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said 
hereditaments,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple,  in  the 
following  shares,  that  is  to  say,  the  said  Charles  Bowen 
Allen,  to  three-tenth  shares  of  such  last-mentioned  sixth 
part  or  share,  the  said  James  Scowcroft,  the  younger,  to 
two-tenth  shares  of  such  last-mentioned  sixth  part  or  share, 
and  the  defendants  John  Allen,  Peregrine  Shaw  Allen, 
William  Bowen  Scowcroft,  Martha  Elizabeth  Scowcroft, 
and  Hugh  Arthur  Fender  Scowcroft,  to  the  remaining  five- 
tenth  shares  of  such  last-mentioned  sixth  part  or  share  in 
equal  shares;  and  the  Master  found  that  the  said  testator  by 
his  will  devised  one  other  sixth  part  or  share  of  and  in  the 
aaid  hereditaments  to  plaintiff,  Lucy  Bowen,  for  her  life, 
and,  after  her  decease,  the  testator  devised  such  last- men- 
tioned sixth  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments 
to  all  the  children  of  the  said  Lucy  Bowen  in  equal  shares, 
aa  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple ;  and  that  the  said  Lucy 
Bowen  was  then  seised  of  or  entitled  to  such  last-men- 
tioned sixth  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments 
for  her  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  simple  to  her  children, 
if  she  should  have  any,  in  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon ;  that  the  said  Lucy  Bowen  had  never  been  married ; 
and  that  the  remainder  in  fee  simple  of  and  in  the  said 
last-mentioned  sixth  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  said 
hereditaments,  on  the  decease  of  the  said  Lucy  Bowen, 
was  undisposed  of,  in  the  event  of  the  said  Lucy  Bowen 
not  having  any  child,  and  that  the  same,  in  that  event, 
would  descend  to  the  plaintiff,  Arthur  Bowen,  as  the  heir- 
airiaw  of  the  said  testator;  and  that  the  interest  which 
would  so  descend  to  the  said  Arthur  Bowen  passed,  by  the 
said  indenture  of  the  ISth  day  of  February,  18S3,  to  the 
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said  defendants,  Richard  Mathias  and  Thomas  Gwynne, 
upon  the  trusts  declared  thereof  by  the  same  indenture. 
V*  To  this  report  the  defendant,  James  Scowcroft  the  elder, 

ScOWCKOPT 

excepted,  on  the  ground  that  the  Master  ought  to  ha^e 
found  that,  by  the  testator's  will,  Mary  Scowcroft  took 
and  became  entitled  to  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  or  an  estate 
tail,  of  and  in  one  equal  sixth  part  of  the  hereditaments; 
and  that,  by  means  of  the  fine  levied  by  the  exceptant  and 
the  said  Mary  Scowcroft,  his  then  wife,  at  the  Spring 
Great  Sessions  in  the  year  18S5,  and  by  means  of  the  in- 
denture of  the  1st  day  of  September,  1825,  the  said  last 
mentioned  sixth  part  of  the  said  hereditaments  became 
and  was  then  vested  in  the  exceptant  and  the  plaintiff, 
Peregrine  Bowen,  as  joint  tenants  for  an  estate  in  fee 
simple,  or  for  a  base  fee,  determinable  on  the  failure  of 
issue,  inheritable  under  such  estate  tail. 

The  defendants,  the  younger  children  of  Mary  Scow- 
croft, also  took  two  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report,  the 
first  of  such  exceptions  being  that  the  Master  ought  to 
have  found  that  the  defendants,  Charles  Bowen  Allen, 
John  Arthur  Allen,  Peregrine  Shaw  Allen,  James  Scow- 
croft the  younger,  William  Bowen  Scowcroft,  Martha 
Elizabeth  Scowcroft,  and  Hugh  Arthur  Fender  Scowcroft, 
were  then  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  one-sixth  part  or 
share  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments  devised  to  Mary 
Scowcroft,  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple,  in  the  fol- 
lowing shares:  that  is  to  say,  the  said  Charles  Bowen 
Allen  to  one-eighth  part  or  share  of  such  last  mentioned 
sixth  part;  the  said  James  Scowcroft  the  younger  to  two- 
eighth  parts  or  shares  of  such  last  mentioned  sixth  part; 
and  the  defendants,  John  Arthur  Allen,  Peregrine  Shaw 
Allen,  William  Bowen  Scowcroft,  Martha  Elizabeth  Scow- 
croft, and  Hugh  Arthur  Fender  Scowcroft,  to  the  remain- 
ing five-eighth  parts  or  shares  of  such  last  mentioned  sixth 
part  or  share,  in  equal  shares ;  and  the  second  exception 


ScowcRofr. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER.  G47 

being,  that  the  Master  ought  to  ha^e  found  that  the  sixth 
part  or  snare,  by  the  said  will  devised  to  the  plaintiff, 
liucy  Bowen,  was  subject  to  a  cross  remainder,  or  an  exe-  v. 

cutory  devise  or  limitation  in  the  nature  of  a  cross  re- 
mainder, on  the  decease  of  the  said  Lucy  Bowen  and  in 
the  event  of  her  not  having  any  child,  to  or  in  favour  of 
the  persons  to  whom  the  other  sixth  part  of  the  said  here- 
ditaments was  given  or  devised  by  the  said  will ;  and  that 
the  exceptants  and  the  said  Charles  Bowen  Allen  and 
Peregrine  Shaw  Allen  were  in  that  event  entitled,  or  would 
in  that  event  be  entitled,  to  the  same  or  the  like  shares 
and  interest  of  and  in  the  last-mentioned  sixth  part  or 
share  as  they  were  then  entitled  to  of  and  in  the  said  sixth 
part  or  share  originally  devised  to  the  said  Mary  Scow- 
croft,  formerly  Mary  Allen,  and  her  children. 

Mr.  Hodgson,  in  support  of  the  exception  taken  by  the 
defendant,  James  Scowcroft,  the  elder. — The  devises  to 
the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters  were  devises  in  fee,  with 
alternative  devises  to  their  children  in  fee,  in  case  any  of 
the  brothers  or  sisters  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator.  As  all  of  them  survived  the  testator,  they  took 
absolute  estates  in  fee.  In  Turner  v.  Moor  (a),  a  legacy 
to  A.,  or  in  case  of  his  death  to  his  issue,  was  held  to 
give  A.  an  absolute  interest.  In  Cambridge  v.  Rous  (6), 
legacies  were  given  to  two  sisters,  with  a  direction  as 
to  each,  that  in  case  of  her  death  her  legacy  should 
devolve  on  her  sister.  This  direction  was  held  to  be 
confined  to  the  case  of  a  lapse  by  the  death  of  either 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  that,  surviving  the  tes- 
tator, they  took  absolutely.  In  deciding  that  case,  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  observed :  *'  As  to  the  first  question 
in  this  cause,  whether  Martha  Kuyck  Van  Mierop  was 

(a)  6  Ves.  667.  W  8  Ves.  12. 

VOL.  11.  U  U  £(^  EX. 


648 


EQUITY  CASES  IN  THB 


entitled  absolutely  to  the  legacy  or  for  life  only,  the  words 
in  which  the  bequest  over  is  expressed,  have  not,  in  them- 
selves, nor  have  they  by  construction,  received  a  precise  and 
definite  meaning  in  which  they  must  be  uniformly  under* 
stood.  The  expression  itself  is  incorrect,  as  it  applies 
words  of  contingency  to  an  event  which  is  certain.  No 
man  can,  with  propriety,  speak  of  death  as  a  contingent 
event  which  may  or  may  not  happen.  When,  therefore, 
a  testator  so  expresses  himself,  the  question  is  what  he 
means  by  that  inaccurate  expression.  He  may,  perhaps, 
have  had  some  contingency  in  his  mind,  as  that  the  legatee 
was  dead  at  the  time  he  was  making  the  will,  or  might  be 
dead  before  his  own  death,  or  before  the  legacy  should  be 
payable  ;  and  then  the  inaccuracy  consists  in  not  specify- 
ing the  period  to  which  the  death  was  to  be  referred."  It 
is  remarkable  that  in  the  present  case,  as  in  the  case  last 
cited,  the  testator  was  in  India  at  a  distance  from  the  lega^ 
tees,  and  might  not  know  whether  they  were  living  or 
dead,  and  therefore  might  speculate  upon  that  event. 
The  words  *'\n  case  of  their  demise*'  mean  their  death 
before  some  particular  event,  as  the  death  of  the  testator 
himself.  The  expression  is  certainly  ambiguous,  but  in 
Ommaney  v.  Bevan  (a),  and  Slade  v.  Milner  (i),  similar 
expressions  were  held  to  mean  the  death  of  the  legatee  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  It  may  be  said  that  the  cases 
cited  were  all  cases  of  bequests  of  personal  estate,  whilst 
the  present  case  is  one  of  devise  of  real  estate ;  but  there 
is  no  substantial  distinction ;  there  is  no  greater  authority 
for  modelling  the  estate  for  life  into  an  absolute  interest  or 
perpetuity  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other.  In  Chalmers 
V.  Storil  (c),  the  testator  gave  to  his  wife  and  children  all 
his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  be  equally  divided  amoiig 
them,  subject  to  two  annuities,  on  death  to  devolve  to  his 


(o)  18  Ves.  291. 


(c)  2  Ves.  &  B.  222. 


(6)  4  Madd.  129. 
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children  equally^  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  wife  her  1837. 
portion  to  descend  to  the  children  equally ;  in  the  event  bowbn 
of  their  dying  before  her,  their  portions  to  be  enjoyed  by  ^' 

the  wife  during  her  life,  with  a  limitation  over  upon  the 
death  of  all.  In  that  case  the  question  arose  whether  the 
bequest  to  the  wife  was  for  life  or  absolute,  and  the  point 
with  reference  to  the  real  estate  was  treated  as  doubtful  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  who  directed  a  case.  It  does  not 
appear  what  became  of  the  matter  subsequently.  There 
are  other  cases  involving  the  same  principle.  In  Doe  v. 
Prigg  (a),  there  was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  the  surviving  children  of  William  Jennings  and  John 
Warren,  and  to  their  heirs  for  ever,  the  rents  and  profits 
to  be  divided  between  them  in  equal  proportions,  share 
and  share  alike  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  word  surviving 
referred  to  the  testator*s  death,  and  not  to  that  of  the 
tenant  for  life.  The  difficulty  there  was,  what  meaning 
should  be  assigned  to  the  word  surviving.  The  word 
survivors  or  survivor  necessarily  imports  a  contingency. 
The  first  impression  would  therefore  be  that  the  gift  was 
a  gift  for  life,  with  a  contingent  remainder  in  fee.  But  in 
Hoe  V.  Priggt  and  in  other  cases,  the  word  surviving  was 
held  to  mean  surviving  the  testator.  This  principle  seems 
to  go  through  all  the  cases,  that  wherever  there  is  a  con- 
tingency the  contingency  is  referred  to  the  death  of  the 
testator :  Clayton  v.  Lowe  (6),  Wright  v.  Stephens  (c). 
If  the  devises  be  treated  as  alternative  devises,  then  the 
children  would  take  the  fee ;  and,  treated  as  alternative 
devises,  what  has  been  contended  on  the  part  of  the  pa- 
rents will  equally  apply  to  the  case  of  the  children.  Where 
there  are  alternative  devises,  either  devise  may  be  read 
first.  All  that  the  Court  requires  to  be  satisfied  of  is,  that 
the  testator  intends  to  give  the  fee  away  from  the  heir ; 

(a)  8  Bam.  &  C.  231.  (6)  5  B.  &  Aid.  636. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Aid.  574. 
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1837-        and  that  being  done,  it  is  immaterial  how  it  is  moulded  by 
the  subsequent  limitations.  Supposing  the  fee  to  pass  then» 
V.  as  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  survived,  they  would  take  in 

fee.  But  if  the  Court  should  think  the  principle  not  to 
apply  to  all  the  four,  but  to  be  confined  to  the  two  sisters, 
still  the  argument  would  be  the  same.  If  extended  to  all 
four,  then  Peregrine  and  Lucy,  being  unmarried,  ought 
perhaps  he  held  to  take  estates  fail ;  while  Mary,  being 
married,  might  be  considered  to  take  an  estate  for  life  only, 
with  remainder  to  her  children  in  fee:  Wild's  ease  {a). 
On  a  devise  to  A.  and  his  children,  it  was  formerly  held, 
that  if  A.  had  any  children,  the  devise  created  a  joint  te- 
nancy in  fee  in  the  whole  of  them :  Oaies  v.  Jacisam  (&). 
It  is  true  that  Sir  John  Leach  held  differently  Co  this  in 
Jeffery  v.  Honywood  (e). 

That  Peregrine  took  an  estate  in  fee  may  also  be  con- 
tended on  another  distinct  ground.  The  words  used  by  the 
testator  are,  *'  I  will  and  bequeath  to  my  two  brothers,  Ar- 
thur and  Peregrine,  one  third  part  each,  share  and  share 
alike;"  Arthur  being  the  elder  brother  and  heir-at-law,  and 
Peregrine  being  the  younger  brother.  If  the  words  "  share 
and  share  alike"  he  construed  not  to  give  them  a  tenancy 
in  common  in  fee,  but  to  apply  to  the  share  only,  then  the 
words  "  share  and  share  alike*'  would  be  tautologous  and 
unnecessary ;  but  the  clear  meaning  of  the  testator  waSf 
that  his  two  brothers  should  be  entitled  in  like  manner. 
There  being  a  devise  to  two  persons,  one  of  whom  is  the 
heir,  as  tenants  in  common,  the  devise  amounts  to  a  devise 
to  both  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee,  because  the  heir 
necessarily  takes  the  fee.  In  Dickens  v.  Atarshall  (d)^  it 
was  certainly  held,  that  the  words  *'  share  and  share  alike" 
created  a  joint  tenancy ;  but  the  law  is  now  the  other  vay. 


(a)  6  Ck>.  ]  7.  (c)  4  Madd.  398. 

(h)  2  Str.  1172.  {d)  Cro.  Eiiz.  330. 
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It  18  material  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Nowlan  v.  Nellu  1B37* 
gan  (a).  In  that  case,  the  testator  gave  his  whole  pro-  boweh 
perty  to  his  wife,  making  no  provision  for  his  daughter^  •• 

expressing  his  knowledge  that  it  was  his  wife's  happiness, 
as  well  as  his  own,  to  see  her  comfortably  provided  for ; 
but  in  case  of  death  happening  to  his  wife,  he  desired  his 
executors  to  take  care  of  the  whole  for  his  daughter. 
The  interest  given  to  the  wife  was  cut  down  to  an  estate 
for  life,  with  a  remainder  to  the  daughter  absolutely.  Any 
other  construction  would  have  defeated  the  testator's  maiii« 
fest  intention.  In  the  present  case,  if  the  testator^s  inten- 
tion is  to  prevail,  then  it  must  be  held  that  the  devises  in 
this  case  were  alternative  devises  in  fee,  or  else  that  es- 
tates tail  were  taken  by  Peregrine  and  Lucy,  or  by  Lucy 
alone. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  John  Evans  for  the  defendant 
Charles  Bowen  Allen,  the  eldest  child  of  Mary  Allen,  af- 
terwards Mary  Scowcroft. — Mary  Scowcroft  took  merely 
an  estate  for  life  in  the  real  estate,  with  remainder  to  her 
children  in  fee^  as  found  by  the  Master.  All  the  autho- 
rities cited  in  support  of  the  proposition  that  she  took  a 
larger  estate,  apply  to  personal  estate  only.  In  cases  of 
personal  estate,  where  the  first  gift  is  indefinite,  the  gidt 
is  considered  to  be  absolute  for  two  reasons — first,  the 
gift  being  indefinite,  without  limitation,  is  necessarily  con- 
sidered absolute ;  secondly,  the  words  *'  in  case  of  demise*' 
following  such  a  bequest,  carry  with  them  an  air  of  con- 
tingency, which  compels  the  Court  to  find  a  meaning  for 
them,  which  it  does  by  referring  the  words,  in  case  of 
death,  to  the  case  of  the  death  of  the  legatee  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator.  The  expression  itself,  as  observed 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  in  Cambridge  v.  Rous  (6),  is 
incorrect.     In  Turner  v.  Moor  (c)  the  Court  relied  on 

(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  489.  (6)  8  Ves.  12.  (c)  6  Ves.  567. 
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the  word  "or**  as  distinguished  from  the  word  "and  *  at 
shewing  that  a  substitution  was  intended;  and,  in  another 
case,  the  word  "  but"  was  relied  on  for  a  similar  purpose. 
In  the  present  case  the  word  used  is  ^^and."    No  such 
construction,  therefore,  can  prevail.       Turner  v.   Mwr 
and  Cambridge  v.  Rous  were  both  cases  of  legacies  of 
personal  estate ;  so,  also,  were  Lowfield  v.  Stoneham  (a), 
Hinckley  v.  Simmons  (6),  King  v.  Taylor  (e),  and  yarious 
other  cases  which  are  collected  in  Jarman*s  Powell  onDe* 
vises  (d).    It  is  equally  clear  that  an  indefinite  devise  of 
real  estate,  without  words  of  limitation,  only  carries  an 
estate  for  life.     No  modern  decision  can  be  found  in  sup- 
port of  the  contrary  proposition.     The  last  case  in  favour 
of  a  contrary  construction  is  the  case  cited  from  Pollex- 
fen  (e).     In  Chalmers  v.  Storil  (/)  there  was  a  mixed 
devise  of  real  and  personal  estate,  and  the  decision,  to 
far  as  it  went,  applied  only  to  the  personal  estate.    In 
that  case  the  word  ''  estate"  was  also  used,  which  might 
perhaps  have  been  contended  to  pass  the  fee.     In  Doe  v. 
Prigg  {g)  the  decision  turned  upon  the  word  **  surviving*** 
The  only  question  there  was,  whether  children  surviving 
meant  children  surviving  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life,  or  children  surviving  at  the  death  of  the  testator. 
There  was  no  attempt  to  convert  an  estate  for  life  into  an 
estate  in  fee.     In  Clayton  v.  Lotce  (A),  the  devise  was  not 
indefinite,  being,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  grandchil- 
dren in  fee ;  and  the  rule  is,  that  where  a  devise  in  fee  is 
followed   by  several  alternative  limitations    over,   which 
aggregately  provide  for  the  death  of  the  devisee  under  all 
circumstances,  the  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  a  limitation 
if  he  die  generally,  and  are  therefore  held  to  refer  to  the 


(a)  2  Str.  1261. 
(6)  4  Ves.  1()0. 

(c)  6  Ves.  186. 

(d)  Vol.  2,  p.  764. 


(r)   Fin-tescue  v.  Abbot ^  p.  4/9. 
(/)  *J  Ves.  &  B.  222. 
(g)  8  B.  &  Cr.  231. 
(A)  5  B.  &' Aid.  636. 
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death  of  the  devisee  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.     Clay^         1837. 
ion  V.  Lowe  is  referred  to  in  Jarman's  Powell  on  De- 
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▼ises  (a),  as  shewing  the  effect  of  this  rule.     In  Fortes^  v. 

cue  V.  Abbott  (b),  it  was  taken  for  granted  by  all  parties, 
that  the  devise  was  of  an  estate  for  life  only,  and  the 
question  was,  whether  it  was  a  vested  or  a  contingent  re- 
mainder. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  Hindes^  for  the  defendants, 
some  of  the  younger  children  of  Mary  Scowcroft, — Mary 
Scowcroft  took  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  her  children  in  fee.  It  is  contended  as  one  point  that 
those  children  only  are  entitled  who  were  living  at  the 
death  of  their  mother ;  but  without  carrying  the  argument 
80  far^  it  may  be  sufficient  to  contend  that  Mary  Scow- 
croft took  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder  to  all  her 
children  as  a  class:  Billings  v.  Sandon  (c). — On  the  part 
of  these  defendants  similar  arguments,  as  to  the  distinc- 
tion between  devises  of  real  estate  and  bequests  of  per- 
sonal estate,  as  those  urged  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
Charles  Bowen  Allen,  were  addressed  to  the  Court,  and 
the  same  cases,  and  also  Jeffery  v.  Honywood  (<Q,  were 
relied  on. 

Mr.  Elderion,  for  one  of  the  younger  children,  contended 
that  Mary  Scowcroft  took  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  vested 
remainder  in  fee  to  such  of  her  children  as  were  living  at 
the  death  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Campbell,  for  the  defendants  Mathias  and  Gwynne, 
the  trustees  of  the  plaintiff,  Arthur  Bowen,  the  heir-at- 
law. — All  the  cases  cited  are  cases  which  were  decided  on 


(fl)  Vol.  2,  p.  766.  243. 

(6)  PoUex.  479 ;   Sir  T.  Jones,  (c)  I  Bro.  C.  C.  393. 

79;    Feamc's  Contingent  Rem.         (rf)  4  Madd.  398. 
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their  own  special  circumstances.     It  is  admitted  in  all  the 
cases,  that  the  words  **  in  case  of  death"  are  ambiguous. 
In  Galland  v.  Leonard  (a),  the  property  was  entirely  per- 
sonal^ and  the  whole  interest  in  the  personal  estate  vu 
conferred  by  the  will  on  the  tenant  for  life.     The  words 
in  case  of  the  death  were  held  to  mean,  not  the  death  of 
the  testator,  but  of  a  prior  tenant  for  life.   The  circimi* 
stances  of  that  case  have  no  application  to  the  present 
[^Alderson,  B. — Is  there  not  a  fallacy  in  arguing  that,  be- 
cause an  indefinite  devise  of  land  is  construed  a  devise 
for  life  only,  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  testator! 
The  probability  is,  that  in   all  these   cases  the  testator 
meant  what  is  generally  understood  by  the  words  used  by 
him.     In  nine  cases  out  of  ten,  as  to  personal  estate,  the 
construction  is  according  to  the  testator's  intention;  but 
on  the  contrary  with  regard  to  real  estate.]     This  case 
is   not  attempted  to  be  argued  on  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  but  on  the  legal  construction  of  the  words  used ; 
and  the  intention  must  be  considered  to  have  been  accord- 
ing to  the  legal  construction.     [Alderson,  B. — The  first 
point  is,  whether  the  devise  extends  to  all  four  devbees. 
The  will  contains  a  passage,  following  the  devise,  to  which 
my  attention  has  not  been  called.     The  passage  to  which 
I  allude  is  this : — '*  Observing,  first,  that  my  dear  father, 
William  Bowen,  sen.,  Esq.,  is  entitled  to  raise  the  sum 
of  2,000/.  sterling,  by  mortgage  or  otherwise,  according 
to  a  bond  or  deed  executed  by  me  to  him  on  the  15th 
day  of  April,  1802,  for  that  purpose.**     I  presume  that 
this  was  a  charge  upon   the  whole  estate.]     If  one  part 
of  the  will  may  be  read  in  a  parenthesis,  so,  unquestion- 
ably, may  this.     The  whole  effect  of  the  passage,  hov- 
ever,  is  merely  to  notice  the  charge,  and  that  the  devisees 
are  to  take  subject  to  this  charge,  as  also  to   the  prior 
estate  for  life  of  the  testator*8  father.     The  rule  dedu- 


{a)\  Swanst.  161. 
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cible  from  all  the  cases  seems  to  be,  that  where,  from 
the  general  context  of  the  will,  it  may  be  collected  that 
the  testator  in  using  the  terms  "  in  case  of  the  death"  of 
a  legatee,  intended  that  the  legacy  should  go  over  upon 
his  decease,  whenever  it  might  happen^  then  the  words 
denoting  a  contingency  should  be  rejected,  and  a  vested 
interest  be  presumed.  The  rule  is  so  stated  in  Roper 
on  legacies  (a).  In  Slade  v.  Milner  (6),  there  was  an 
immediate  indefinite  gift,  and  therefore  of  an  absolute 
interest.  In  Turner  v.  Moor  (c),  the  legacy  was  to  A. 
absolutely,  "  or,*'  in  case  of  his  death,  to  his  issue ;  which 
was  a  clear  alternative  gift.  In  Billings  v.  Sandon  (cf), 
the  words  used  were  the  same  as  in  the  present  case.  In 
Nowlan  v.  Nelligan  (^),  the  words  used  were  nearly  the 
same,  but  there  was  an  implied  trust  for  the  daughter.  All 
the  cases  were  cases  relating  to  personal  estate.  In 
Lord  Douglas  v.  Chalmer  (/*),  which  was  also  a  case 
of  personal  estate,  the  bequest  was  to  A.,  and,  in  case  of 
her  decease,  to  her  children,  share  and  share  alike ;  and 
it  was  held,  that  A.  took  an  estate  fur  life,  with  remain- 
der to  her  children  absolutely.  In  all  the  cases,  where 
the  rule  of  substitution  has  been  adopted,  if  the  words  used 
had  been  the  same  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  present 
case,  it  would  have  been  held  that  there  was  a  clear 
remainder.  In  either  case,  whether  there  be  a  substitu- 
tion or  not,  the  estate  devised  is  only  of  an  estate  for  Hfe. 
The  meaning  of  substitution  is,  to  substitute  some  person 
fur  another  person  to  whom  the  estate  has  been  previously 
devised,  and  for  the  same  estate,  and  not  to  devise  the 
estate  to  one  for  life,  and  then,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
that  person,  to  give  it  to  another  for  a  larger  estate.  It 
has  been  argued,  that  the  words  "  in  case  of  their  de- 


BOWBN 

V. 

Scow  CROFT. 


(a)  Vol.  1,  p.  524, 3rd  edit. 

(b)  4  Madd.  144. 

(c)  6  Ves.  657. 


(cO  1  Bro.  C.  G.  393. 
(0  Id.  490. 
(/)2Ve8.jun.501. 
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mise**  apply  to  all  the  brothers  and  sisters;  and  this  hat 
been  put  upon  the  principle  of  equality.  The  devise,  how- 
ever, to  the  two  brothers  in  the  will  is  totally  separate  from, 
and  unconnected  with,  the  devise  to  the  two  sisters,  and  the 
words  used  are  different  in  each  devise ;  and  there  is  a 
distinct  sentence  between  the  two  devises.  The  construc- 
tion contended  for  would  be  contrary  to  the  rule  of  gram- 
matical  construction,  which  is  to  refer  the  words  **  in  case 
of  their  demise'*  to  the  last  antecedent,  that  is,  the  two 
sisters  to  whom  he  had  given  the  one-third,  that  is,  the 
one-sixth  each.  In  Chalmers  v.  Storil  (a),  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  wife,  the  portion  of  the  wife  was  directed  to 
devolve  on  the  children  equally.  That,  also,  was  the  case 
of  personal  estate ;  there  being  no  devise  of  real  estate. 
There  is  a  total  distinction  between  this  and  WiUt 
case.  In  that  case,  the  devise  was  to  A.  and  his  children, 
or  issue ;  in  the  present  case,  the  words  are,  "  to  the 
children  and  their  heirs.*'  This  distinction  was  taken 
in  Ives  v.  Legge  (6),  and  the  principle  was  acted  upon  in 
Jeffery  v.  Honywood  (c).  It  has  also  been  contended, 
that,  as  Arthur  takes  an  estate  in  fee,  Peregrine  takes 
an  estate  in  fee  likewise,  because  the  devise  is  of  one 
third  part  each,  share  and  share  alike ;  but  that  construc- 
tion cannot  arise  until  the  fact  is  obtained  that  Arthur, 
takes  the  fee  as  the  heir-at-law.  It  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  testator  to  die  intestate:  he  did  not  anticipate  the 
uniting  of  the  fee  in  Arthur,  as  heir-at-law,  with  the  estate 
for  life  which  he  devised  to  him.  Foriescue  v.  Abbott  does 
not  bear  upon  the  present  case.  In  Goodlitle  v.  Ei" 
monds  (cf),  the  Court  excluded  the  strained  construction 
now  sought  to  be  put  on  the  words  '*  share  and  share 


(a)  2  Vea.  &  B.  220. 
(6)  Fearne  on  Contingent  Re- 
mainders, 377* 


(c)  4  iMadd.  398. 

(d)  7  Term.  Rep.  675. 
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alike.**  In  Diciens  v.  Marshall  (a),  the  question  was^  whe- 
ther the  parties  took  as  joint  tenants,  or  tenants  in  common. 
That  case,  however,  excludes  the  construction  attempted 
to  be  put  on  the  words  '*  share  and  share  alike."  In  that 
case  it  was  also  held,  that  the  devisees  took  estates  for  lire* 
although  one  of  them,  as  in  the  present  case,  was  also  the 
beir-at-Iaw.  So  also,  in  Peitywood  v.  Cook  (6),  under  a  de- 
vise of  three  houses  to  the  testator's  wife  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder^ as  to  one  house,  to  each  of  the  testator  s  children 
in  fee,  and  with  a  clause  that,  if  any  of  them  should  die 
without  issue,  the  survivors  should  enjoy  toiatn  illam 
partem  equally  between  them,  it  was  held,  that  these 
words  gave  the  survivors  an  estate  for  life  only. 


1837. 
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Mr.  Hodgson,  in  reply. — Admitting  that  the  cases  cited 
on  the  part  of  James  Scowcroft,  the  elder,  are  cases  of 
personal  estate  only,  still  it  is  contended  that  no  substan- 
tial distinction  exists  in  this  case  between  a  bequest  of 
personal  estate  and  a  devise  of  real  estate.  It  has  been 
argued  on  the  other  side,  that  an  indefinite  gift  of  land  is 
a  gift  of  an  estate  for  life  only,  but  this  is  not  quite  accu- 
rate. It  is  true  the  devisee,  according  to  the  construction 
of  law,  takes  for  life  only,  but  that  is  not  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  testator.  All  the  Judges  have  la- 
mented this,  and  a  clause  is  inserted  in  Lord  Langdale*8 
bill  for  altering  the  law  in  this  respect  (c).  This  rule  of  law 
seems  to  have  been  arrived  at  in  modern  times.  There  is 
an  obvious  distinction  between  a  gift  after  the  decease  of 
the  devisee,  and  a  gift  in  case  he  should  die.  In  King  v. 
Tat/lor  {d)  the  case  of  Notvlan  v.  Nelligan  was  discussed^ 
and  in  that  case  a  clause  of  survivorship   between  two 


(a)  1  Cro.  Eliz.  330.. 

(6)  Id.  52. 

(c)  Sec  6tat.  7  ^ViU.  4  &  1  Vict. 


c.  26, 8. 2S. 
{d)  6  Vc8.  186. 
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legatees,  if  either  of  them  should  die^  was  confined  to  a 
case  or  lapse,  and  did  not  prevent  the  legacies  vesting.  la 
the  present  case,  as  in  King  v.  Taylor^  all  that  the  testator 
intended  was  to  guard  against  a  lapse  by  the  death  of  the 
legatee  in  his  life  time.  What  could  the  testator  mean 
by  the  words  '*  in  case  of  their  demise."  If  he  meant  after 
their  death,  then  there  would  be  a  gift  to  the  childreD, 
not  by  construction,  but  by  express  words :  there  is  no- 
thing in  the  will  to  shew  that  he  meant  any  thing  more 
than  to  guard  against  a  lapse.  If  so,  the  gifts  are  clearly 
alternative  gifts.  Words  of  inheritance  are  annexed  to 
the  gift  to  the  children,  which  demonstrate  an  intention 
to  disinherit  the  heir  in  one  case,  and  why  should  not  the 
same  principle  apply  to  the  other.  It  has  never  been  de- 
cided that  the  rule  of  law  applies  to  personal  estate  only. 
To  which  of  the  devises  do  the  words  of  inheritance  ap- 
ply? It  has  been  said,  that  according  to  grammat^ 
construction,  they  must  be  confined  to  the  last  antecedent, 
the  devise  to  the  two  sisters,  but  this  is  begging  the  ques- 
tion. There  are  various  devises  throughout  the  will,  and 
the  words  *'  in  case  of  their  demise*'  apply  just  as  forci- 
bly to  the  whole  of  the  devises  as  to  one  of  them.  The 
reference  to  the  charge  in  favour  of  his  father  shews  also 
that  the  testator  had  the  whole  of  the  estate  in  his  contem- 
plation. All  the  devises  are  alternative  devises;  there  is  no 
distinction  in  the  shares,  and  the  devises  operate  to  give 
a  fee  to  all  the  devisees.  As  to  WildCs  case,  the  rule 
there  laid  down  is,  that  if  A.  devises  lands  to  B.  and  to 
his  children  or  issues,  and  he  hath  not  any  issue  at  the 
time  of  the  devise,  the  gift  is  an  estate  tail ;  this,  however, 
is  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  for  the  gift  is 
immediate. 

With  respect  to  Peregrine's  share,  it  must  necessarily 
be  assumed  that  the  testator  knew  that  the  devise  to  Ar- 
thur would  have  no  operation,  but  that  he  would  take 
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in  his  character  of  heir-at-law ;  and  by  the  gift  to  Pere-         1837- 
grine  in  the  same  terms  as  the  gift  to  Arthur,  he  must        ^ 
have  intended  that  Peregrine  should  take  in  the  same  9, 

manner,  as  he  must  be  assumed  to  have  known  that  Ar- 
thur would  take.  With  regard  to  the  shares  given  to 
Lucy  and  Mary,  a  clear  difference  exists,  one  being  tenant 
in  tail,  the  other  tenant  for  life ;  the  remainder  in  the  one 
case  is  clearly  vested,  in  the  other  contingent. 

Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  I  have  considered  the  will     Dec  Ui» 
of  the  testator,  and  the  points  submitted  in  the  argument 
to  me. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  bequeaths  to  his  brothers 
Arthur  (his  heir-at-law)  and  Peregrine,  one-third  part 
each,  share  and  share  alike,  of  the  lands  and  premises  in 
Prendergast  and  Ambleston,  and  the  other  remaining  third 
part  of  the  said  lands  to  his  sisters,  Mary  and  Lucy,  share 
and  share  alike,  making  a  sixth  part  to  each  ;  and  then 
(he  adds),  ''  And  in  case  of  their  demise,  I  will  and  be- 
queath their  respective  shares  or  proportions  to  be  equally 
divided  amongst  their  children  or  their  lawful  heirs/'  In 
the  latter  part  of  his  will  he  also  bequeaths  the  whole  of 
his  personal  estate,  subject  to  his  legacies,  to  his  brother 
Peregrine. 

Now,  on  this  will,  several  questions  have  been  made,  but 
I  do  not  purpose  to  consider  them  in  the  order  in  which 
they  were  made,  because  a  more  simple  course  seems  to 
me  to  be  to  state  the  view  I  take  of  the  will. 

In  the  first  place  it  seems  to  me  that  the  words  "  in 
case  of  their  demise'*  are  only  applicable  to  the  devise  to 
the  two  sisters,  and  have  no  reference  to  the  previous  de- 
mise to  Arthur  and  Peregrine.  The  consequence  is,  that 
the  question  as  to  Peregrine  depends,  in  my  judgment,  on 
the  first  devise  alone — and  there  being  no  words  of  in- 
heritance, I  think  he  only  took  an  estate  for  life.    The 
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1837*        words  share  and  share  alike  in  a  devise  to  him,  jointly  with 
"     ^    "      the  heir-at-law,  were  relied  on.     But  I  think  these  words 
V.  insufficient.  There  were  similar  words  in  Doey.  EdmuMdi, 

and  Dickens  v.  Marshall,  but  they  were  held  insuflScient; 
and,  besides,  in  this  case  the  testator,  in  the  subsequent 
devise,  construes  these  very  words  by  the  words  **  inaking 
one-sixth  part,'*  which  have  reference  only  to  the  extent 
of  land  given,  and  not  to  the  quantity  of  estate.  It  is  sud 
that  the  intention  must  have  been  to  leave  both  brothers 
an  equal  interest.  That  may  be  so,  but  I  cannot  act  upon 
a  mere  conjecture,  which,  even  as  a  conjecture,  is  shaken 
by  the  next  bequest  of  the  whole  personalty  to  Peregrine 
alone,  which,  for  aught  I  can  tell,  may  have  been  the  way 
in  which  the  testator  intended  the  equality  to  arise. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  Peregrine  took  an  estate  for  life 
only  in  one-third  part. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  estates  given  to  the  sisters.  The 
question  is,  what  meaning  is  to  be  given  to  the  words  ''in 
case  of  their  demise."  Mr.  Hodgson  contended  that  these 
words  mean  **  in  case  of  their  demise  before  the  time  of 
my  decease,'*  thereby  making  the  devise  to  the  children 
and  their  heirs  a  substitution  for  the  devise  to  the  parents. 
And  if  so,  there  is  good  ground,  no  doubt,  for  contend- 
ing that  the  intention  was  to  give  to  the  parents,  as  well 
as  to  the  children,  a  fee  simple. 

Many  cases  to  this  effect  were  cited;  but  they  were  all 
cases  of  personal  property,  and  no  case  has  been,  or  I 
believe  can  be  cited,  in  which  such  a  construction  has  been 
applied  to  a  devise  of  land.  There  is  an  obvious  distinc- 
tion between  the  two.  A  bequest  of  personal  estate  to  A., 
gives  him  the  whole  interest — a  devise  of  land  to  A., 
gives  him  only  a  life  interest.  In  the  former  case, 
therefore,  the  words  "  in  case  of  their  demise"  preceding 
a  bequest  over,  cannot  well  have  their  proper  effect  except 
by  considering  them  as  applicable  to  a  bequest  over  as  a 
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substitution  for  the  previous  gift,  in  case  the  party  to  whom         1837. 
it  is  given  should  not  survive  the  testator.     But  in  tlie 
case  of  land,  the  most  natural  meaning  of  the  words,  (which  e. 

seems  to  me  to  be  "  after  tlieir  demise,  )  may  very  reason- 
ably have  its  full  effect.  In  reading  this  will,  therefore,  I 
think  I  ought  to  give  that  meaning  to  the  words  used  by 
the  testator ;  and  then  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  Master 
is  right  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  Mary  Allen  took 
an  estate  for  life  in  one-sixth,  with  remainder  to  her 
children  in  fee  as  tenants  in  common,  and  that,  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  Charles  B.  Allen  is  entitled  to 
three-tenths  thereof,  James  Scowcroft,  jun.,  to  two-tenths, 
and  the  other  children  to  one-tenth  each. 

Lastly,  as  to  Lucy  Bowen's  share.  It  was  contended 
as  to  this,  that  she  took  an  estate  tail,  having  no  children 
at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death*  But  I  think  this  is 
not  so,  and  that  it  is  distinguishable  from  WilcTs  case  on 
the  same  grounds  as  were  taken  by  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Jef' 
fery  v.  Honywood,  Indeed,  on  this  part  of  the  case, 
Jeffery  v.  Honywood  seems  precisely  in  point. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  in  this  part  of  the  case  also,  the 
Master  has  drawn  a  right  conclusion  from  the  will. 

All  the  exceptions,  therefore,  must  be  overruled. 
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Dec.  \ti,  4th,  GrENFELL  V.  GiRDLESTONE. 

6M,  Ibth. 

Upon  a  bUl  filed  JIN  Easter  Term,  1805,  the  plaintiff  and  the  late  Dr. 
creditor  ot^^day  Hughes,  as  executors  of  the  will  of  Thomas  Williams,  Esq^ 
s^&4irL**4  '*^®  of  Llanidam,  in  the  county  of  Anglesey,  obtained  and 
c.  27,  came  into  entered  up  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
obtain  the  bene-  against  Thomas  Grindley  for  the  sum  of  3,375A  and  costs, 
eite^^^  u^fwT  ^hich  judgment  was  duly  docketed.  At  the  time  of  en- 
docketed  28       tering  up  this  judgment,  Grindley  was  seised  in  fee  of 

years  •go,  »ince  .       ,  ^ 

which  time  it  two  estates  in  (he  county  of  Carnarvon,  and  several  estates 
that^he'^edftor  ^"  ^'^^  county  of  Anglesey.  The  estates  in  Carnarvon- 
had  ulten  any     shire  were  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  one  William  Casson  for 

steps  to  enforce  •*  ®  ® 

payment  of  his  800/.,  which  was  secured  by  an  indenture  of  demise,  dated 

Held,  that  the  the  5th  of  August,  1804,  for  the  term  of  500  years.    The 

bamed^raii  Other  estates  were  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  a  Mr.  Roberts 

equitable  re-  for  the  term  of  500  years,  under  an  indenture  of  demise 

lief  by  lapse  of  ,  .      ,  o/x^ 

time  alone,  in-     dated  m  1802. 

fhTqutucIr^  On  the  30th  of  November,  1805,  Grindley  agreed,  by 
whether  satis-     articles  in  wriiinff,  to  sell  two  of  the  estates  to  Robert 

fitciion  of  the  . 

judgment  could  Morris,  as  agent  for  WilHam  Alexander  Madocks,  for 
prest^med.  1,120/.;  and  he,  on  the  same  day,  and  in  the  same  man- 

fiied^y  acredi-  "^''»  agreed  to  sell  two  others  of  the  estates  to  W,  A.  Ma- 
tor  to  enforce  a    docks  for  4,130/.     Thcsc  agreements  comprised  both  the 

Judgment  of  ^ 

28  years' ftand-  estates  in  Carnarvonshire.  At  the  time  of  this  trans- 
trff,'i*n  order"to  action,  noticc,  in  writing,  of  the  judgment  for  3,S15L, 
rebut  the  pre-     ^^^^  served  by  the  plaintiff  on  Morris,   as  the  acrent  for 

sumption  th;*t  .^  i  »  o 

the  judgment       Madocks. 

had  been  sstis-  c-    •  i  i  i 

fied,  gave  evi-         Subsequently  to  tliese  agreements,  another  agreement 

dence  of  the  in- 
solvency of  his 

debtor  during  the  greater  part  of  that  period: — Held,  thst  such  evidence  would  net  STail  the  phin- 
tifi*  against  the  unexplained  fuct  of  his  not  having  sooner  attempted  to  enforce  ibe  judgment,  and 
that,  to  obtain  relief  in  equiiy,  he  was  bound,  under  the  circumstances,  to  shew  to  demonsiratioa 
that  the  judgment  had  been  gatifRed. 

Semble,  that  since  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  by  the  debtor  to  a 
third  person  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Where  the  records  of  certain  proceedings  in  a  Welch  court  of  judicature  had  by  an  order  itt- 
properly  obtained  in  this  Court  been  deposited  with  an  officer  of  this  Court: — HeUf  nevertheleM^ 
that  they  were  to  be  deemed  to  be  in  the  proper  custody  untU  the  order  so  obtaiiied  ibovM  bt 
rescinded. 
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respecting  the  same  premisesi  bearing  date  the  13th  of        1837- 
December,  1806,  was  executed  by  Grindley  and  Madocks.     ^ 
By  this  document  it  was  stipulated  that  the  conveyances  «• 

should  be  prepared,  on  behalf  of  both  parties,  by  Mr. 
Shadwell ;  that  a  proper  abstract  of  title  should  be  fur- 
nished on  or  before  the  30th  of  December ;  that  all  mort- 
gagees and  other  proper  parties  should  join  in  the  con- 
veyances ;  and  that  the  premises  should  be  conveyed  on 
or  before  the  1st  of  February  following,  when  the  re- 
mainder of  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid.  The 
agreement  then  contained  the  following  clause : — ''  And 
tbe  said  Samuel  Grindley  agrees  that  the  said  conveyance 
shall  contain  all  proper  and  necessary  covenants  for  the 
title  to  the  said  farm  and  hereditaments ;  and  he  declares 
and  engages  that  the  incumbrances  now  affecting  the  same 
are  the  following  only,  which  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
said  purchase  money,  and  the  mortgage  assigned  to  the 
said  William  Alexander  Madocks,  or  a  trustee  nominated 
by  him,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  February  next: — To 
the  executors  of  the  late  Thomas  Williams,  Esq.,  about 
1,300/.^  and  interest  from  April,  1804;  to  John  Roberts, 
of  Newsfynydd,  800/.,  and  interest;  to  Mr.  Casson,  600/., 
and  interest." 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  20th  and  Slst 
of  March,  1810,  and  made  between  Grindley  of  the  first 
part,  J.  B.  Sparrow  (since  deceased)  and  the  defendants, 
H.  R.  Williams  and  John  Bradley,  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  several  other  persons,  creditors  of  Grindley,  who  should 
by  themselves  or  their  agents  execute  the  said  indenture 
of  release,  of  the  third  part,  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  the 
considerations  therein  mentioned,  Grindley  released  and 
conveyed  to  the  use  of  Sparrow,  Williams,  and  Bradley, 
and  their  heirs,  all  the  above  mentioned  estates,  subject  to 
all  leases  and  mortgages  or  annuities  affecting  the  pre- 
mises, upon  trust,  with  all  convenient  speed  to  sell  the 
same,  and,  after  payment  of  all  costs  attending  the  trust, 
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1837*         to  pay  off  a  certain  mortgage  therein  stated  to  be  due  to 
ORsnrBLL     William  Harvey,  Esq.  (which  was  afterwards  satisfied), 
«•  and  all  other  mortgages  and  annuities  affecting  the  pre* 

mises,  and  pay  and  divide  the  clear  residue  of  the  pur- 
chase monies  towards  payment  of  the  creditors,  parties  to 
the  said  indenture  of  rekase,  their  respective  executorii 
&c. ;  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  sucb  persoos  as  Grindlej 
should  appoint,  and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  Griad* 
ley,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 

Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  his  co-executor.  Dr.  Hughes, 
was  a  party  to  this  deed  of  trust 

Soon  after  the  execution  of  this  deed,  Grindley  died, 
leaving  his  son,  the  defendant,  Samuel  Grindley,  his  heir- 
at-law,  and  his  widow,  Sarah  Grindley,  bis  administratrix. 

On  the  ^th  August,  1810,  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Great  Session,  by  the  creditors  under  the  trust  deed, 
against  Samuel  Grindley  the  son,  Sarah  Grindley,  and  the 
trustees,  praying  the  usual  accounts  of  the  intestate's  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects,  and  that  the  same  might  be  ap- 
plied in  payment  of  their  debts;  and  that,  if  necessary,  the 
real  estates  of  the  intestate  might  be  sold  for  that  purpose. 
Upon  the  cause  coming  on  for  bearing  on  the  1st  April, 
1811,  the  Court  directed  the  accounts  to  be  taken,  and  ao 
inquiry  to  be  made  as  to  the  real  Cdtates  of  the  intestate, 
and  the  incumbrances  affecting  them  ;  and  on  the  19th  of 
August,  in  the  same  year,  the  Registrar  made  bis  report, 
stating,  amongst  other  things,  the  contracts  between 
Grindley  and  Madocks,  and  that  the  same  had  not  been 
completed  ;  when  the  Court,  by  its  order  on  further  direc- 
tions of  the  same  date  as  the  report,  ordered  and  decreed 
that  the  trustees.  Sparrow,  Williams,  and  Bradley,  should 
be  at  liberty  to  complete  the  agreement  with  Madocks, 
and  receive  the  remainder  of  his  purchase  money.  Upon 
Madocks  failing  to  complete  the  purchase,  pursuant  to 
this  order,  a  further  order  was  made  that  the  trustees 
should  be  at  liberty  to  file  a  bill  against  him.     They,  ac« 
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cordingly,  in  the  year  1815,  filed  their  bill  in  the  Court  of         ^^^7- 
Great  Session  against  Madocks,  to  compel  him  to  complete      orenfbll 
the  contracts ;  but  it  appeared  that  he  was  then  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  Court,  and  in  embarrassed  circum- 
stances, and  no  further  proceedings  were  had  in  that  suit. 

All  the  estates  comprised  in  the  trust-deed  were  ulti- 
mately sold,  subject  to  existing  incumbrances,  and  the 
money  paid  to  the  creditors. 

While  these  proceedings  were  going  on  against  Grindley 
and  his  representatives,  it  appeared  William  Casson  was 
taking  steps  to  recover  the  800/.  due  upon  his  mortgage. 
For  that  purpose  he,  in  1808,  filed  a  bill  of  foreclosure 
against  Grindley,  which  was  afterwards  continued  against 
Madocks.  In  August,  1810,  Madocks  paid  off  this  mort- 
gage, and  took  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  term  of  500 
years  to  a  trustee  for  himself.  Afterwards,  by  an  inden- 
ture dated  the  28th  December,  1811,  he  granted  an  an- 
nuity for  three  lives  to  Edward  Stone,  (since  deceased,)  on 
the  security  of  the  Carnarvonshire  estates,  on  which  occa- 
sion the  term  of  500  years,  so  held  by  Madocks*  trustee, 
was  assigned  to  the  defendant  Metcalfe,  in  trust  for  Stone. 
By  another  indenture  dated  the  1st  February,  1812,  Ma- 
docks granted  a  similar  annuity  to  James  Bellamy,  (since 
deceased,)  upon  the  security  of  one  of  the  estates  in  Angle- 
sey* Upon  that  occasion  Bellamy  paid  off  the  mortgage 
to  Roberts,  and  Roberts's  term  of  600  years  was  there- 
upon assigned  to  a  trustee  in  trust  for  James  Bellamy. 

Madocks  died  in  1828,  without  having,  as  it  appeared, 
completed  his  contracts  to  purchase. 

The  annuities  having  become  in  arrear,  the  annuitants, 
or  their  representatives,  took  possession  of  the  lands  on 
which  the  annuities  were  secured.  At  the  time  of  the 
institution  of  this  suit,  the  interest  of  Edward  Stone  was 
represented  by  the  defendant  Girdlestone,  as  his  sole  exe- 
cutor ;  and  that  of  Bellamy,  by  the  defendants  Girdlestone 
and  John  Bellamy. 

X  x2 
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1837.  The  bill,  which  was  filed  the  day  before  the  late  SUtute 

Gr  n  ell      ^^  Limitations  (a)  came  into  operation,  alleged,  that  at  the 
«•  time  when  the  judgment  was  so  entered  up  against  Samuel 

Grindley  he  was  utterly  insolvent,  and  so  remained  until 
the  time  of  his  death ;  and  all  hb  lands,  hereditaments, 
goods,  and  chattels,  were  so  mortgaged  and  incumbered, 
that  even  if  the  plaintifi*  had  taken  out  execution  on  the 
judgment,  he  could  not  have  satisfied  it  by  taking  the  per- 
son or  property  of  Samuel  Grindley  in  execution.  The 
bill  also  charged  collusion  between  Madocks  and  the 
trustees,  whereby  the  latter  were  induced  not  to  take  the 
proper  proceedings  against  him;  and  further,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  wholly  unable  to  avail  himself  of  the  judg- 
ment at  law,  owing  to  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  being 
outstanding  in  persons  wholly  unknown  to  the  plaintifl^ 
who  acquired  such  legal  estate  before  the  judgment  was 
entered  up. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  declared 
entitled  to  have  the  sum  of  3,375/.  so  secured  by  the 
judgment,  and  the  interest  thereon,  satisfied  out  of  the 
hereditaments  now  in  (he  possession  of  the  defendants 
Girdlestone  and  Bellamy,  and  out  of  the  purchase  moniei 
for  the  said  hereditaments  received  by  the  trustees,  sub- 
ject however  so  far  as  regarded  the  Carnarvonshire  estates 
to  the  mortgage  of  800/.,  if  any  thing  remained  due  in 
respect  (hereof;  but  if  the  Court  should  think  that  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  pay  what  was  due  in  respect  of  the 
mortgage,  then  that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  redeem  the 
same,  and  having  so  done,  might  have  his  judgment 
satisfied  in  manner  before  mentioned.  The  bill  theD| 
after  praying  various  accounts  against  the  annuitants  and 
against  the  trustees,  prayed  that,  if  necessary,  this  biD 
might  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  supplemental  bill  to 
the  creditors*  bill  in  the  Welch  Court. 

(a)  Statd&4  WiU.4,c.2!. 
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The  plaintiff  entered  into  evidence  of  the  insolvency        1837- 
and  embarrassments  of  Grindley  and  Madocks,  from  the      "^     " 

•^  ^  ^        Grbnfell 

time  the  judgment  was  entered  up  to  the  times  of  their  v. 

respective  deaths. 

Upon  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  tendering  in  evidence 
the  proceedings  in  the  Welch  Court,  in  order  to  prove 
Grindley's  insolvency. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected  to  the  recep* 
tion  of  such  evidence;  first,  because  the  defendants  were 
not  parties  to  the  suit  in  Wales,  which  as  to  them  was  res 
inter  alios  acta;  and,  secondly,  because  the  documents 
did  not  come  out  of  the  proper  custody,  namely,  that  of 
the  plaintiff's  clerk  in  Court. 

For  the  plaintiff. — Upon  the  first  point,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  these  proceedings,  if  properly  proved,  are 
good  evidence  of  the  state  of  Grindley's  circumstances  at 
the  time  of  that  suit  Upon  the  other  point,  this  is  a  sup- 
plemental suit,  and  the  documents  were  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff's  clerk  in  Court  under  an  order  of 
this  Court.  [Alderson^  B. — That  order  must  have  been 
improperly  obtained.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  Welsh  suit  have  been  transferred  to  this 
Court  under  the  statute  (a).  How,  then,  can  they  be 
made  evidence,  except  they  come  out  of  the  custody  of 
the  proper  officer  of  the  Welch  court  ?] 

In  reply,  it  was  said  that  the  order  had  been  obtained  ex 
parief  and  that  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  not  called 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Aldbrson,  B. — The  object  of  this  evidence  is  to  pau- 
perize Grindley,  and  therefore  it  is  immaterial  whether 

(fl)  11  Geo.  4  &  1  WiU.  4,  c.  70,  8. 14. 
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1837.  the  defendants  are  or  are  not  to  be  considered  as  parties 
to  the  suit  in  Wales*  The  fact  of  a  suit  being  instituted 
against  a  party  for  the  purpose  of  administering  to  his  effiscti 
is  evidence  of  his  circumstances.  In  the  same  mannery  ia 
cases  of  fraudulent  preference,  you  shew  that  writs  have 
been  issued  against  the  party  by  third  persons.  It  sliews 
the  stains  of  the  roan.  Upon  the  other  point  I  have  no 
doubt,  as  at  present  advised,  that  the  order  as  to  these 
documents  was  one  which  the  Court  had  no  right  to  make. 
But  the  question  is,  whether,  though  the  order  has  been 
improperly  made,  the  documents  being  in  the  custody  of 
an  officer  of  this  Court  under  an  order  of  tlie  Court,  are 
not  in  the  proper  custody.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think  it  b 
not  like  the  case  of  documents  delivered  to  an  indiflbrent 
third  person.  Upon  inquiry,  I  find  that  under  an  order 
properly  obtained,  they  would  have  been  in  the  custody  of 
the  same  officer  who  now  produces  them ;  therefore,  until 
the  order  which  has  been  obtained  is  rescinded,  I  shall 
consider  them  as  coming  out  of  the  proper  custody. 

The  cause  then  proceeded  on  the  merits. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  O.  Richards^  for  the  plaintiff. — ^It 
is  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  incumbrance  of  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  the  benefit,  was  subsisting  down  to 
Grindley^s  death  ;  that  it  is  now  subsi8ting,and  that  they 
who  claim  against  the  plaintiff  claim  with  full  notice  of  it 
In  the  abstract  of  title  and  other  papers  delivered  to  Mr. 
Shadwell,  there  is  distinct  notice  of  it,  and  those  papers 
came  from  the  hands  of  the  Bellamys.  The  copy  of  the 
agreement  of  1806,  which  is  also  in  their  hands,  expressly 
refers  to  it,  and  it  is  noticed  in  the  recitals  of  both  the 
annuity  deeds.  Those  deeds,  afler  reciting  the  agree* 
ment  of  December,  1806,  go  on  to  say,  that  shortly  after 
the  agreement,  Madocks  was  let  into  possession,  but 
that  no  conveyance  had  been  made  to  him  by  reason  of 
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some  of  the  claims  remaining  unaettled.     The  claims  re-         1S37* 
ferred  to  could  only  be  the  debt  to  Williams's  executors,     ^ 
because  the  others  had  been  paid.     Being  thus  affected  •• 

with  notice  of  the  incumbrance,  the  legal  estate  which 
the  defendants  have  got  in  for  their  protection  utterly 
fails  them.  A  legal  estate^  without  notice  of  an  existing 
incambranoe,  is  something ;  but  of  what  value  is  a  legal 
estate  with  noticef  But  then  the  defendants  rely  on  lapse 
of  time ;  and  they  set  up  that  defence^  not  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  a  presumption  that  the  claim  has  been  satisfied, 
but  as  an  absolute  bar.  The  view,  however,  which  the 
Courts  take  of  cases  of  this  nature,  is  this — that  after  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years,  satisfaction  will  be  presumed  in  the 
absence  of  circumstances  tending  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion. But  insolvency  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  destroys 
tlie  presumption  arising  from  lapse  of  time.  In  Fladong 
v«  Winter  (a),  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  taking  that  to  be  a 
case  of  presumption,  it  might  be  met  by  evidence  to 
satisfy  a  jury  that  the  debtor  had  not  the  opportunity,  or 
the  means  of  paying ;  and  his  Lordship  referred  to  Wynne 
V.  Waring  (6),  as  an  authority  for  the  principle  now  con- 
tended for.  Now,  here  it  is  clear,  that  both  Grindley 
and  Madocks  were  in  insolvent  or  embarrassed  circum- 
stances, from  about  1808  to  the  time  of  their  respective 
deaths.  In  1810,  Grindley  makes  over  all  his  property  to 
trustees,  and  no  distribution  has  ever  taken  place  amongst 
his  creditors.  Previously  to  that,  a  bill  of  foreclosure  had 
been  filed  against  him,  which  he  was  unable  to  answer. 
That  mortgage  was  afterwards  satisfied  by  Madocks,  but 
the  payment  of  it,  and  other  matters,  involved  him  in 
difficulties  which  ended  in  his  insolvency.  It  is  strongly 
in  the  plaintifi^s  favour,  that  Madocks,  by  whose  hand 
the  money  was  to  be  doled  to  him,  never  could  specifically 
perform  tlie  agreement  out   of  which   the  money  was 

(a)  19  Ves.  196,  200.  (6)  Id.  197,  cited. 
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1837.         payable.     The  plaintiff  could    not    proceed  penooaU} 

GRE?;rELL     Ag^i^s^  ^1^®  parties,  while  a  decree  was  pending  in  the 
v*  Welch  court,  nor  against  the  land  while  there  was  t 

GiRDI.EtTONE. 

mortgage. 

Sir  Charles  WethereU,  Mr.  Ghrdlestone,  and  Mr.  MH- 
calfe,  for  the  defendants,  Girdlestone,  John  Bellaroy,  and 
Metcalfe. — ^A  judgment-creditor  coming  into  equity  must 
be  able  to  prove  that  he  has  used  due  diligence  to  en- 
force his  legal  claims.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  a  judg- 
ment-creditor, seeking  equitable  relief  against  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  his  debtor,  must  shew  that  he  has  taken 
out  execution  under  the  judgment:  AngeU  v«  Draper {a)^ 
Shirley  v.  Waits  (i).  In  this  case,  there  has  been  a  failure 
both  of  legal  and  equitable  diligence  on  the  part  of  the 
creditor.  By  his  own  shewing,  this  bill  ought  to  hare 
been  filed  thirty-two  years  ago ;  and  the  long  delay  which 
has  arisen,  gives  ground  for  suspicion  that  the  proceedings 
under  the  judgment  were  waived  in  order  to  accommo- 
date Madocks.  His  being  allowed  to  retain  part  of  the 
purchase  money  for  payment  of  the  incumbrance,  it 
strong  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  meant  to  substitute  bis 
personal  credit  for  the  security  of  the  judgment  Sup- 
posing, however,  that  such  was  not  the  case,  the  subse- 
quent embarrassed  circumstances  of  Madocks  would 
rather  be  a  reason  for  activity  than  for  laches  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  failure  in  that  respect  would  be  s 
sufficient  ground  for  dismissing  the  bill.  We  do  not 
decline  an  issue,  but  if  an  issue  were  directed,  it  is  im- 
possible to  distinguish  between  this  case  and  Willianu  v. 
Gorges  (c),  where,  under  very  similar  circumstances, 
Lord  Ellenborough  directed  the  jury  to  presume  that  the 
judgment  had  been  satisfied. 

It  is  submitted,  however,  that  the  Court  will  dismiss  this 

(a)  1  Vera.  399.  (h)  3  Atk.  200.  (r)  1  Camp.  21?. 
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bill.     The  defendants  are  in  the  situation  of  mortgageesi         1837. 
under  terms  of  years  antecedent  to  the  plaintiff's  judg-     ^^    "     ' 
ment.     It  is  said  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  benefit    _       v. 
of  those  terms,  because  they  took   the   annuities^  with 
notice  of  the  judgment.  One  ground  of  defencci  however, 
is  entirely  distinct  from  the  question  of  notice ;  because 
we  say  that  the  plaintiff*  shews  no  case  to  entitle  him  to 
stand  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  ask  to  redeem  us  at  all; 
and  therefore  althoughi  directly,  we  could  not  sustain  our 
claim  by  reason  of  notice,  yet  we  have  a  right  to  displace 
the  plaintiff  altogether.     The  questions,  in  fact,  are  two : 
First,  whether  the  plaintiff"  has  established  that  he,  as  such 
a  judgment-creditor,  had  a  right  to  file  a  bill  for  redemp- 
tion; and,  secondly,  if  he  had,  whether  his  remedy  is  not 
lost. 

Upon  the  first  pointy  it  is  clear,  that  the  plaintiff*  must 
shew  what  creates  a  lien  on  the  lands  sought  to  be  effected. 
Now,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  judgment  has  been 
docketed.  All  that  is  proved  is,  that  the  copy  of  the 
judgment  used  in  evidence,  as  compared  with  the  original 
judgment  roll,  is  correct.  But  this  comparison  is  no  proof 
of  the  docketing,  for  the  roll  and  the  docket  are  distinct 
things.  The  judgment  debt,  therefore,  as  proved,  is  not 
such  as  to  give  the  plaintiffs  a  lien.  Again,  the  plaintiff 
has  not  taken  proper  steps  to  keep  alive  the  judgment,  so 
as  to  bind  the  heir.  The  writ  of  scire  facias  is  directed 
to  Grindley's  administratrix  only,  and  calls  upon  her  to 
shew  cause  why  the  plaintiff*  should  not  have  execution  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  deceased  debtor.  How  can 
that  be  binding  Grindley's  heir?  The  authorities  establish 
that  the  first  step,  in  these  cases,  is  to  sue  out  a  writ  of 
scire  facias  against  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
debtor,  and  upon  a  return  of  itiAi/,  then  to  sue  out  a  writ 
against  the  heir  or  terre  tenant :  1  JVms.  Saund.  4th 
ed.  p.  6  c.  note  (4) :  p.  72  b.  note  (1)  3;  p.  72  m. ;  72  n. 
But  nothing  of  that  sort  has  been  done  in  this  case;  and. 
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1837.         therefore,  even  if  the  debt  was  originally  a  good  judgment 
!]    "*     ^       debt,  the  plaintiff  has  done  nothing  to  bind  the  lands  at 

Grekpbll  '  ^  ^  ° 

*.  law.     How  then,  supposing  Roberts's  or  Casson's  mort- 

gage to  be  in  existence,  can  the  plaintiff  have  a  right  to 
redeem  them  ?  He  has  done  nothing  to  shew  that  he  has 
such  a  lien  as  gives  a  subsequent  incumbrancer  a  right  to 
redeem  a  prior ;  and  that  being  so,  he  can  have  no  claim 
against  the  defendants,  who  are  protected  by  the  assign- 
ment of  the  mortgage  terms. 

Then  as  to  the  question  of  lapse  of  time.  Length  of 
time  operates  two  ways ;  either  as  an  absolute  bar  to  the 
party  claiming,  or  as  an  ingredient  in  the  question  whether 
satisfaction  of  the  claim  shall  be  presumed.  The  assign- 
ment of  Roberts's  term  to  the  defendants  waa  a  mortgage 
title ;  and  if  so,  the  defendants  cannot  be  in  a  worse  situa- 
tion than  Roberts  himself  would  have  been  in.  It  is  clearj 
that  undisturbed  possession  by  a  mortgagee  for  twenty 
years  is  a  bar  to  the  right  of  redemption.  The  law  upoa 
this  point  is  well  laid  down  by  Sir  Launceloi  Shadwell,  in 
Ashion  V.  MUne  {a).  "  A  court  of  equity  "^  he  says,  "  re- 
gards more  the  antiquity  of  possession  by  the  defendant, 
than  the  novel  accruer  of  title  to  the  pUuntiff ;  and  will  not 
interfere  against  a  person  who,  claiming  by  a  mortgage 
title,  has  been  in  possession  more  than  twenty  years  with- 
out having  recognized  the  right  to  redeem.**  Now,  here 
it  is  not  attempted  to  be  alleged,  that  from  the  year  1805 
to  the  30th  of  December,  1833,  the  day  before  the  late 
statute  {b)  came  into  operation,  a  single  step  waa  taken 
by  the  judgment  creditor  to  assert  his  right.  In  1805, 
when  the  purchase  is  made  by  Madocks,  no  proceed- 
ings are  taken  to  enforce  the  judgment,  but  the  plain- 
tiff is  satisfied  with  merely  giving  a  notice  of  his  claim  to 
the  agent  of  Madocks.     Again,  when  the  creditors*  suit 

(a)  fi  Sim.  378. 
(6)  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27.    See  ante,  Vol.  1,  p.  436. 
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IS  instituted  in  ISIO,  no  advantage  is  taken  of  it  by  the         1837. 
plaintiff.  It  may  be  saidi  that  haTing  a  judgment,  he  had      n  ^ 

no  occasion  to  resort  to  the  suit.  But  that  argument  _  v. 
cannot  avail  a  creditor  who  uses  such  delay.  If,  by  the 
decree  in  that  suit,  it  appears  that  Grindley's  property 
was  not  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts^  and  the  plaintiff  still 
fails  to  come  in  and  enforce  his  claim,  that  circumstance 
sti^ngthens  the  argument  arising  From  lapse  of  time. 
Again^  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  arrangement 
between  Madocks  and  Grindley  as  to  the  1 ,300^,  why  did 
he  not  make  his  judgment  available  at  law  or  in  equity, 
and  raise  the  money,  subject  to  the  two  mortgages  ?  Be* 
sides,  by  pursuing  that  course  (supposing  his  claim  to  be 
valid)  he  could  not  have  deprfved  the  defendants  of  that 
equity  of  which  he  now  deprives  them,  namely,  a  right  of 
contribution  from  the  owners  of  the  other  estates.  A 
court  of  equity  would  have  said,  you  shall  not  select  any 
of  the  estates  for  the  enforcement  of  your  claims,  but  you 
shall  raise  the  money  pari  pcusu  out  of  all  the  estates. 
Reverting,  however,  to  the  main  question,  it  is  clear  that 
the  insolvency  of  the  debtor  in  this  case,  will  not  be  suf- 
ficient to  counterbalance  the  general  rule  of  equity,  by 
which  the  claims  of  a  creditor,  who  sleeps  upon  his  rights 
for  more  than  twenty  years,  is  held  to  be  absolutely  barred, 
or,  at  least,  is  presumed  to  be  satisfied.  Campbell  v. 
Graham  (a). 

Mr.  Simpldnson  and  Mr.  Duckworth  for  the  defend- 
ants, the  trustees. — The  case,  as  opened  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  is  different  from  that  which  is  stated  in  the  bill 
The  case,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  does  not  proceed  upon  the 
agreement  of  December,  1806,  nor  is  there  any  attempt 
upon  the  pleadings  to  follow  specifically  the  money  which 
was  set  apart  for  payment  of  the  incmnbrances.     It  is  a 

(c)  1  Ross.  &  Myl.  453. 
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1837.        common  bill  by  a  judgment  creditor  to  have  tbe  money 
"    '  raised  out  of  the  purchased  lands.     The  first  question, 

Grenfbll  *  ... 

V.  then  isy   as  regards   the  trustees,    what  possible  equity 

the  plaintiff  can  have  in  respect  of  the  purchase  monies  of 
the  lands  sold  by  the  trustees.  This  demand  is,  not  that 
the  judgment  may  be  satisfied  out  of  monies  in  tbe  hands 
of  trustees  in  possession  of  the  land,  but  out  of  monies 
which  have  in  fact  been  paid  to  the  creditors  under  the 
trust  deed,  and  expended  by  them  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands.  There  is  no  privity  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  trustees.  He  may  have  a  claim  on  the  purchased 
lands  but  not  the  monies.  The  deed  of  trust  only  extends 
to  parties  who  come  in  under  it;  and  when  the  trustees 
have  got  the  monies  and  paid  them  to  the  parties,  there  is 
an  end  of  it.  But  the  trustees  were  not  in  possession  of 
the  estate  at  the  filing  of  the  bill.  The  plaintiff  was  no 
party  to  the  creditors'  suit  in  Wales,  and  it  is  impossible 
to  say  that  he  can  be  made  a  party,  by  means  of  a  supple- 
mental bill  filed  in  this  Court ;  though,  if  the  proceedings 
had  been  removed  here  in  the  first  instance,  it  might  have 
been  so. 

Again,  it  is  impossible  on  the  framing  of  this  bill,  and 
even  independently  of  that,  for  the  plaintiff  to  institute  a 
claim  under  the  agreement  of  December,  1806,  to  which 
he  was  no  party.  That  was  a  mere  private  agreement 
between  two  other  persons,  as  to  how  he,  the  plaintiff, 
should  be  paid.  So  far  from  being  bound  or  considering 
himself  as  bound  by  that  agreement,  he  has  filed,  a  bill 
inconsistent  with  it  and  against  it.  As  between  him  and 
the  parties  to  it,  he  is  a  mere  volunteer ;  there  is  no  mu- 
tuality between  them,  even  supposing  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  were  more  precise. 

Lastly,  the  plaintiff  is  barred  by  length  of  time.  Upon 
this  judgment  of  1805  no  proceeding  is  had  till  1833.  It 
is  indeed  noticed  in  1806,  and  revived  against  the  perso- 
nal representative  of  Grindley  in  18S1.    But  how  can  that 
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judgment  80  revived  affect  the  lands  ofGriiidley?     It  is         1837. 
wild  to  contend  it     [Alderson,  B. — ^It  leaves  thejudg-      ^ 
ment  as  of  1805.]     Then  the  question  is,  v^rhetber,  inde-  «. 

pendently  of  the  doctrine  of  presumption,  a  stale  demand 
of  this  nature  can  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  equity.  The 
case  of  Fladong  v.  Winter  has  been  cited  as  having  been 
decided  on  the  ground  of  presumpiion,  the  presumption 
being  there  rebutted.  That  case,  hovreveri  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present,  in  the  strong  circumstance  that  the 
bill  was  not  filed  by  the  bond  creditor  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  demand,  but  that  a  suit  having  been  instituted 
for  the  general  administration  of  the  testator*s  assets,  he 
was  allowed  to  come  and  receive  payment  of  his  debt  with 
the  other  creditors*  It  is  sufficient,  however,  to  say  that 
the  true  ground  on  which  a  court  of  equity  proceeds,  in 
regard  to  lapse  of  time,  is  not  that  of  presumption,  but 
that  of  delay.  Though  the  claim  be  ever  so  valid  and 
good,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  after  long  lapse  of 
time :  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  (a),  Cuthbert  v.  Creasy  (6), 
Baldwin  v.  Peach  (c). 

Mr.  Koe,  Mr.  Wilbraham,  and  Mr.  Bellamy,  for  other 
parties. 

Mr.  Boteler,  in  reply. — The  filing  of  the  bill  by  the 
trustees,  in  1815,  to  compel  Madocks  to  fulfil  his  con- 
tract, is  evidence  against  the  trustees  that  the  plaintiff's 
judgment  was  outstanding.  ^Alderson,  B. — It  is  evidence 
as  against  them  that  the  purchase  money  was  not  wholly 
paid.]  There  exists  the  same  sort  of  evidence  against  the 
annuitants.  The  whole  agreement  remaining  to  be  per- 
formed, the  Court  will  act  upon  it,  as  evidence  that  no 
money  had  been  paid  except  what  was  paid  aliunde.  The 
mere  acknowledgment  that  the  agreement  is  unperformed, 

(a)  2  Mer.  171 ;  4  Bligh,  1.  (b)  4  BUgh,  125. 

(c)  1  Y.  &  C.  463. 
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1837.        18  evidence  that  nothing  has  been  paid,  until  the  contnrj 
Grenfbll     ^  proved.     [Aklersou,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  such  an 
V-  acknowledgment  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  aupposition, 

either  that  the  money  has  been  paid  or  the  contrary.  I 
have  always  thought,  that  if  the  facts  proved  are  equally 
consistent  with  either  of  two  suppositions,  there  b  no- 
thing to  go  to  the  jury.}  The  defendant,  Girdlestone,  sc- 
knowledges  that  he  has  papers  in  his  bands  belonging  to 
his  testator  Stone,  by  which  it  appears  that  Casson't 
mortgage  was  subsisting  between  1 81S  and  1818.  As  longi 
therefore,  as  the  purchase  is  acknowledged  to  be  incom- 
plete, it  must  be  considered  so  in  every  respect,  except 
what  is  proved  to  the  contrary.  There  is  similar  evidence 
against  the  Bellamys.  As  against  all  the  annuitants,  there 
is  the  evidence  contained  in  the  recitals  of  the  annuity 
deeds.  They  shew  that,  in  1811  and  181S,  Girdlestone 
and  Bellamy  admitted  that  something  was  due.  [Alder' 
son,  B. — The  question  is,  what  is  adverse  poasessbn  io 
case  of  a  judgment.  Non-payment  is  adverse  possession. 
If  I  tell  you  that  I  owe  A.  so  much,  and  do  not  tell  Atai, 
A.'s  laches  in  not  enforcing  the  judgment  is  the  samCi 
tliough  I  tell  you  of  it  every  day  of  the  week.  Either 
something  must  be  claimed  by  the  creditor,  or  something 
must  be  communicated  by  the  debtor  to  the  creditor  on 
which  he  proceeds  to  act.]  An  acknowledgment  by  the 
debtor  to  a  third  person  takes  it  out  of  the  statute;  as,  for 
instance,  an  acknowledgment  by  an  acceptor.  [Akkrson^ 
B. — No :  that  vrill  not  do.  There  must  be  that  from  which 
a  continuing  contract  may  be  inferred.  If  a  man  were  to 
write  a  letter  to  a  third  person  acknowledging  the  debt,  it 
would  not  take  it  out  of  the  statute.  Lord  TenierdiMi 
act  {b)  explains  this.]  If  that  be  not  sufficient  evidence  of 
acknowledgment,  there  will  be  great  difficulty  in  proving 
acknowledgments  in  cases  of  this  nature.     But,   at  all 

(«)  9  Gt9. 4,  c.  14. 
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events,  lajing  this  part  of  the  case  out  of  the  question,  the         1837* 
bill  having  been  filed  before  the  statute  of  fVilL  4,  there  is     ^.^^    "'""*' 

°   ^  '  Grbnfkll 

sufficient  evidence  of  insolvency  on  the  part  both  of  Ma-    _      «. 
docks  and  Grrindley  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  satisfac- 
tion.    It  is  almost  impossible  to  distinguish  Wynn  v.  War' 
ing  from  the  present  case. 

Upon  the  general  question,  as  to  the  pisuntiff  being 
barred  by  mere  lapse  of  time,  the  cases  which  have  been 
cited  are  distinguishable  from  the  present.  Cholmondeley 
T.  Clinton  was  the  case  of  a  mortgagee  holding  adverse 
possession  for  more  than  twenty  years ;  and  it  was  deter- 
mined, that  the  party  coming  into  equity  after  that  lapse 
of  time  should  not  be  assisted  to  his  remedy  at  law,  al- 
though, with  such  assistance,  he  might  have  a  legal  remedy. 
Other  cases  have  been  cited,  which  were  suits  for  dis« 
Govery  in  aid  of  ejectments ;  but  courts  of  equity  distin- 
guish between  cases  of  that  nature  and  those  where  a  debt 
is  directly  sued  for.  Fladong  v.  Winter ^  and  the  judgment 
of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Hercy  v.  Dinwoody^  support 
that  distinction,  although,  in  the  latter  case,  the  creditors, 
under  the  circumstances,  fiuled  in  their  suit.  The  case  of 
Pickering  y.  Lord  Stamford  {a)  is,  on  the  same  ground, 
an  authority  for  the  plaintiff,  as  are  also  the  principles 
of  Lord  BroughanCs  judgment  in  Campbell  v.  Graham. 
The  case  of  Ashton  y.  Milne  may  be  left  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, for  it  can  only  be  supported  on  the  ground  that 
the  bill,  failing  as  to  one  co-plaintiff,  failed  as  to  both. 
No  distinction  was  made  in  that  case  between  possession 
under  a  mortgage  title,  and  possession  under  any  other 
title.  The  true  doctrine  on  the  subject  is  laid  down  by 
Lord  Langdale  in  Raffety  y.  King  (6) :  "  If  the  mortgagee 
enters  not  in  his  character  or  in  his  right  of  mortgagee 
only,  but  as  purchaser  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  he 
must  look  to  the  title  of  his  vendor,  and  to  the  validity  to 

(a)  2  Ves.  272,  681.  (6)  1  Keen,  617. 
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1837*         the  conveyance  he  takes;  and  he  must  take  the  estate 

j^     "    "      subject  to  the  duties  which  are  attached  to  it,"    Here,  it 

Grenfell  ' 

«•  is  difficult  to  see  how  Stone  and  Bellamy  were  holding  is 

mortgagees  under  Roberts's  title.  They  took  an  assign- 
ment to  protect  them^  but  they  cannot  be  considered  ai 
holding  as  mortgagees  in  possession  under  the  assignment 
by  Roberts :  their  title  is  under  the  annuity  deeds.  Ckru- 
iophers  v.  Sparke  (a). 

Dec,  15th.  Aldersok,  B. — I  have  now  to  deliver  my  judgment  on 
the  two  points  which  I  reserved  for  further  consideratioD, 
and  which  are  both  of  them  of  importance. 

The  questions  are,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  barred  by 
his  laches,  in  not  suing  earlier  for  the  relief  which  he  now 
prays  by  his  bill;  and  whether^  if  that  be  not  so,  the 
Courti  taking  all  the  circumstances  into  consideration, 
ought  not  to  presume  as  a  fact  that  the  judgment  on  which 
he  founds  his  claim  has  been  satisfiedi  or  direct  an  issue 
to  try  that  as  a  question  of  fact  by  a  jury. 

The  circumstances  are  shortly  these: — In  1805,  the 
plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  a  person  of  the  name 
of  Grindley  for  a  debt.  That  judgment  having  been  pro- 
perly docketed,  became  a  lien  on  the  real  property  of  the 
debtor ;  but  there  being  then,  as  now,  an  outstanding  term 
created  anterior  to  the  judgment,  the  plaintiff's  remedy 
was,  from  the  beginning,  a  remedy  in  a  court  of  equity 
alone.  Subsequently  to  this  judgment,  the  real  estate  in 
question  was  sold  to  Mr.  Madocks  in  1806,  and  by  Madbcks, 
was  afterwards  conveyed  to  the  defendants ;  and  the  term 
to  which  I  have  before  alluded  was  assigned  to  a  trustee 
for  the  defendant's  protection  and  benefit.  It  is  conceded 
that,  both  when  the  sale  to  Madocks  took  place,  and  again 
when  the  conveyance  was  afterwards  made  to  the  defend- 
ants, both  Madocks  and  the  defendants  had  notice  of  the 

(a)  2  Jac.  &  W.  223. 
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judgment  and  of  its  remaining  unsatisfied.  The  present  1B37. 
suit  was  not  instituted  till  183.>,  twenty-ciglit  years  after  orb»fbll 
the  judirment ;  and  with  the  exception  of  the  notice  civen  ^  •• 
in  1806  to  Madocks^  the  plaintifTs  do  not  themselves  ap- 
pear personally  to  have  done  any  thing  in  the  intermediate 
period  to  enforce  their  rights.  Much  evidence  has  been 
given  to  shew  that,  from  the  embarrassed  state  of  Grind- 
ley  and  of  Madocks,  it  ought  to  be  inferred  that  neither 
of  them  could  possibly  have  sati^fied  the  amount  of  the 
judgment;  and  the  plaintiff  desires  me  to  infer  from  this, 
that  the  judgment  has  not  really  been  satisfied,  but  is  still 
outstanding  and  unpaid.  But  it  is  quite  clear  and  undis- 
puted, that  for  twenty-eight  years  the  plaintiff*  has  had 
the  power  of  enforcing  payment  out  of  a  sufficient  fund  by 
a  suit  in  equity,  and  that  he  has  taken  no  steps  for  that 
purpose.  Upon  full  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
he  is  now  too  late.  I  adopt  the  principles  laid  down  by 
Lord  Camden  in  Smith  v.  Clay  (a):  "  A  court  of  equity, 
which  is  never  active  in  relief  against  conscience  or  public 
convenience,  has  always  refused  its  aid  to  stale  demands, 
where  the  party  has  slept  upon  his  right,  and  acquiesced 
for  a  great  length  of  time.  Nothing  can  call  forth  this 
Court  into  activity  but  conscience,  good  faith,  and  reason- 
able diligence.  Where  these  are  wanting,  the  Court  is 
passive,  and  does  nothing.  Laches  and  neglect  arc  always 
discountenanced ;  and  therefore,  from  the  beginning  of 
this  jurisdiction,  there  was  always  a  limitation  to  suits  in 
this  Court.  Therefore,  in  Fitter  v.  Lord  Macclesfield^ 
Lord  North  said  rightly,  that  though  there  was  no  limi- 
tation to  a  bill  of  review,  yet,  after  twenty-two  years,  he 
would  not  reverse  a  decree  but  upon  very  apparent  error. 
'  Expedit  ret  publica  ut  sit  finis  litium*  is  a  maxim  that 
has  prevailed  in  this  Court  at  all  times^  without  the  help 
of  an  act  of  Parliament.     But  as  the  Court  has  no  legis- 

(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  639. 
VOL.  II.  Y  Y  £Q.  EX. 
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1837.         lative  authority,  it  could  not  properly  define  the  time  of 

Grenfell      ^*^*  ^y  *  positive  rule,  to  an  hour,  a  minute,  or  a  year:  it 

^'  was  governed  by  circumstances.     But  as  often  as  Parlia- 

GiaDLESTOMB. 

ment  had  limited  the  time  of  actions  and  remedies  to  a  cer- 
tain period  in  legal  proceedings,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
adopted  that  rule,  and  appropriated  it  to  similar  cases  in 
equity ;  for,  when  the  Legislature  had  fixed  the  time  at 
law,  it  would  have  been  preposterous  for  equity,  which,  by 
its  own  proper  authority,  always  maintained  a  limitation, 
to  countenance  laches  beyond  the  period  that  law  had  been 
confined  to  by  Parliament;  and  therefore,  in  all  case* 
where  the  legal  right  has  been  barred  by  Parliament,  the 
equitable  right  to  the  same  thing  has  been  concluded  by 
the  same  bar.  Thus,  the  account  of  rents  and  profits  in 
common  cases  shall  not  be  carried  beyond  six  years,  nor 
shall  redemption  be  allowed  after  twenty  years'  possession 
in  a  mortgagee :  Jenner  v.  Tracey,  1731 ;  Belch  v.  Hartey: 
allowance  being  made  for  the  ten  years*  disability  given  by 
the  statute.  By  the  like  analogy,  the  House  of  Commons, 
in  Edwards  v.  Carrol^  determined  that  twenty  years  should 
bar  a  bill  of  review,  because  the  statute  IVilL  3  had  barred 
all  writs  of  error  after  that  period."  These  principles  1 
find  to  have  received  the  approbation  of  Lord  Alvanley  in 
Hercy  v.  Dinuoody  (a),  and  of  Lord  Brougham  and  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Campbell  v.  Graham  {b). 

Now,  then,  we  are  to  apply  these  principles  to  the  pre- 
sent case;  and,  if  so,  we  ought  to  adopt  in  equity  the 
same  rule,  mutatis  mutandis,  which  prevails  at  law  as  to 
time.  The  rule  at  law  is,  that  a  bond  or  judgment  cannot 
be  enforced  if  nothing  be  done  upon  it  for  twenty  years, 
and  no  circumstances  can  be  shewn  to  explain  the  apparent 
laches  of  the  party.  By  parity  of  reasoning,  then,  if  more 
than  twei)ty  years  have  elapsed,  and  nothing  has  been 
done  in  equity,  and  no  circumstance  can  be  shewn  to  ex- 

(a)  2  Ves.  87.  (b)  1  Ru88.  &  M.  453. 
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plain  that  neglect,  it  seems  to  me  that  in  equity,  also^  the  1837. 

party  ousht  not  to  be  allowed  to  succeed. 

,  Grenpell 

Now,  that  is  the  present  case.  Whatever  may  have  been  _  v. 
the  circumstances  which  the  plaintiff  relies  on  to  explain 
his  not  suing  at  law,  or  to  shew  that  the  judgment  is  still 
due,  there  is  no  reason  at  all  for  his  not  having  proceeded 
in  equity.  It  is  clear  that,  for  twenty-eight  years,  he  has 
had  an  estate  competent  to  the  payment  of  this  debt, 
against  which  he  could  have  proceeded.  Why  has  he  not 
done  so?  Can  he  be  said  to  have  used  that  reasonable 
diligence,  without  which,  as  Lord  Camden  says,  a  court 
of  equity  will  not  help  him  ?  I  think  not,  and  the  con« 
sequence  must  follow.  The  Court,  as  Lord  Camden,  says, 
''  will  be  passive,  and  do  nothing:*'  it  will  not  act  to  dis- 
possess the  defendants  of  their  better  title  at  law.  The 
same  principle,  as  it  seems  to  me,  governed  Lord  Eldon  in 
Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton,  There,  the  plaintiffs  were, 
it  was  said,  not  barred  by  lapse  of  time  from  bringing  their 
ejectment;  but  their  right  had  existed  complete  for  relief 
in  equity  for  more  than  twenty  years,  and  they  had  not 
pursued  it.  Lord  Eldon  held,  that  though  they  might 
perhaps  not  be  barred  at  law,  they  were  barred  in  equity. 

Even,  therefore,  if  I  were  of  opinion  here  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  remedy  still  open  at  law,  notwithstanding  this 
lapse  of  time  upon  the  judgment,  I  should  think  the  doc- 
trine of  Lord  Eldon  would  fully  warrant  me  in  holding 
that  the  unexplained  laches  in  equity  would  bar  the  plain- 
tiffin  this  Court. 

It  would  be  sufficient  for  me  to  stop  here ;  but  I  may  as 
well  add,  that,  on  the  second  point  also,  I  think  the  de- 
fendants right.  There  are,  undoubtedly,  circumstances 
which  have  a  tendency  to  shew  that  it  is  not  probable  that 
either  Grindley  or  Madocks  were  ever  in  funds  so  as  to 
pay  off  this  debt ;  but  I  think  that  after  a  lapse  of  so  long 
a  period,  without  any  attempt  to  enforce  it  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  shew  to  demonstration  that  the  judg- 
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1837.         ment  has  not  been  satisfied.     The  case  cited  from  Camp* 
n»»  .      ,     '^^ll  (^)  's  fully  as  stron^T  as  this,  and  yet  there  Lord  £f- 

\yHFNFGLKi 

V-  len borough  directed  a  verdict.     The  inference  from  lapse 

GlRDLCSTONE.  . 

of  time  siiould  as  much  as  possible  be  treated  as  founded 
on  a  rule  analogous  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  rather 
than  as  leading  to  a  conclusion  of  mere  fact.  Few  persons 
believed,  I  apprehend,  in  the  cases  of  rights  of  way,  or  of 
lights,  before  the  recent  statute,  that  any  such  grants  as 
used  to  be  suggested  in  pleading  ever  were  actually  made; 
and  yet  every  judge  directed,  after  twenty  years*  usage, 
and  every  jury  used  to  find,  the  fact  of  a  grant  in  con- 
formity to  the  usage.  It  is  far  better  that  it  should  be  so 
treated.  Undoubtedly,  where  very  cogent  evidence  exists 
to  the  contrary,  there  are  authorities  which  warrant  a 
decision  that  a  specialty,  after  a  lapse  of  twenty  years,  may 
be  treated  as  still  unsatisfied.  Fladong  ▼•  Winter  {a)  was 
put  as  one  of  such  cases.  As  a  question  of  fact,  I  shoulil 
have  drawn  a  different  conclusion  from  the  Master  in  that 
case;  but  the  Master  having  so  decided,  I  should  have 
concurred  with  Lord  Eldon  in  confirming  that  report,  on 
the  ground  of  the  parties  refusing  to  try  the  fact  at  law, 
which  was  the  case  there.  In  Wynne  v.  Waring  (6),  I 
think  tiie  e\i(lence  amounted  to  demonstration.  Here, 
that  is  not  so.  The  unexplained  fact  of  no  attempt  to  fix 
the  land  with  the  debt,  is  the  strongest  fact  in  the  whole 
case  to  shew  that  the  judgment  was  satisfied,  and  appears 
to  me  infinitely  stronger  than  the  facts  of  the  embarrass- 
ments of  Grindley  and  Madocks  to  the  contrary. 

I  tiunk,  therefore,  that,  on  the  whole,  the  bill  must  be 
dismissed,  with  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 

(c)  Sec  ante,  p.  670.  (6)  19  Ves.  197,  cited. 
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Attorney-General  v.  Holland. 

-— ,  DecAlth.2lsi. 

JcLiDWARD  HUNSTONE,  of  Leake,  in  the  parts  of  Testator  devised 

sn  estftte  to 

Holland  and   county  of  Lincoln,  gentleman,  by  his  will  trustees  and 
dated  the  3rd  November,  1655,  gave  and  devised  all  his  l,pt  m.8i XT 
lands   and   hereditaments  in   Leake  aforesaid,  after  the  «»»«<?••  decayed 

gentlemen  as 

death  of  Elizabeth  his  wife,  to  four  trustees  named  in  the  could  make  it 
willy  and  their  successors  for  ever,  to  be  by  them,  as  trustees,  trustees  that 
from  time  to  time  disposed  of  accordins^  to  the  intents  and  Hl^^'^f?"/ 

•  ^  the  testators 

purposes  thereinafter  mentioned  and  declared,  and  to  no   name  and  fn- 

i_  •  1  mt  milv,  and  of 

other  use,  intent,  or  purpose  whatsoever.     The  trusts  then  the'age  of  40 
declared  were  as  follows: — "First,  that  all  such  decayed  ,^mp!Steni al'noT 
gentlemen  as  can  make  it  appear  unto  my  trustees  before  ot'»e^w>»«  «>»ie 
named  or  their  successors,  that  they  are  of  my  name  and  should  be  ai- 
family,  and  of  the  age  of  forty  years,  or  else  so  impotent  yearly  rents  and 
ns  not  otherwise  able  to  get  a  living,  shall  be  allowed  by  T^j '*i q/ ^***  h 
my  said  trustees  or  their  successors,  out  of  the  rents  and  W  the  year  for 

I  /»  ••  n     t  -till  their  lives,  so 

clear  yearly  profits  arising  out  of  the  said  lands,  the  sum  far  as  the  renti 
of  10/.  by  the  year,  so  far  as  the  rents  of  the  said  lands  ArihVtfme"of 
will  extend,  and  for  and  during  their  natural   lives,  the  ma>i»ng  the  will 

"  the  annual 

contrary  not  being  occasioned  by  any  extravagancy  in  their  rental  of  the 

.1  Ml  •      .1     .  •  •    1  .1  I        estate  was  about 

persons.     Also  my  will  is,  that  m  case  it  happens  there  be  50/.,  but  at  the 
not  so  many  of  my  name  and  family  as  being  qualified  as  Info^madon^it*** 
aforesaid,  so  as  to  be  made  capable  of  receivini?  the  yearly  amounted  to 

'^  ©  ^  /     about  500/.:— 

Hetd,  that  this 
was  a  proper  case  for  n  scheme  for  the  future  management  of  the  charity;  and  that  in  preparing 
guch  a  scheme  the  Matter  w.i8  to  consider  of  the  expediency  of  increasing  the  allowance  and  di- 
minishing the  number  of  the  future  objects  of  the  chaiity,  and  also  to  define  more  accurately  what 
class  of  persons  (excluding  all  minors)  the  testator  intended  to  benefit. 

Where  upon  an  information  filed  fur  the  administration  of  a  charity  estate,  the  case  proved  by 
tbe  relators  was  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  direct  a  sclieme,  and  to  order  the  legal  estate  of 
the  charity  lands  10  be  got  in,  but  the  information  contained  faUc  charges  against  the  existing  trus- 
tees of  culpable  mismanagement  and  breaches  of  trust,  the  Court  dismissed  the  Utt«r  part  of  the 
information,  with  costs,  and  gave  the  relators  no  costs  up  to  the  hearing  as  to  that  part  of  the  in- 
formation which  was  not  dismissed. 

Semble,  that  where  the  relief  obtained  on  an  information  relative  to  a  charity  might  have  been 
obtained  on  petition,  the  Court  will  give  no  costs  to  the  relators  up  to  the  hearing. 

A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  were  co-trustees  of  a  charity  under  a  will,  which  directed  that  one  trustee 
in  rotation  should  be  the  acting  trut^tee  for  the  current  year,  and  keep  the  accounts.  A.  being  the 
ac.ing  trustee  in  a  particular  year,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other  trustees,  applied  some  of 
the  charity  funds  to  his  own  use.  At  the  expiration  of  the  year  A.  delivered  his  accounts  to  B., 
who  succeeded  him  as  acting  trustee,  and  at  the  expiration  of  that  year  B.  delivered  his  account! 
to  C.|  who  succeeded  him  in  like  manner: — Held^  that  D.  was  not  answerable  for  the  breach  of 
tnitt  committed  by  A 
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Attorney- 
General 

9. 

Holland. 


pension  as  aforesaid,  that  then  such  gentlemen  as  shall 
make  it  appear  to  my  trustees  or  their  successors  to  be  of 
the  family  of  the  Godneys,  late  of  Bagenderby,  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln,  and  so  qualified  as  before  mentioned, 
shall  be  made  capable  in  like  manner  of  receiving  the 
said  allowance  as  aforesaid  for  the  term  before  mentioned, 
if  the  rents  of  the  lands  will  extend  so  far.  Also  my  will 
is,  that  in  case  that  the  two  families  of  the  Hunstones  and 
Godneys  before  mentioned  should  happen  to  be  extinct  or 
reduced  to  some  few  persons,  not  so  many  as  the  estate 
will  afford  allowance  unto  as  aforesaid,  that  then  such  per- 
son  or  persons  that  can  derive  themselves  and  make  it 
appear  to  my  trustees  or  their  successors^  is  of  the  family 
of  Robert  Smith  of  Saltfleetby,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln, 
gentleman,  or  of  the  family  of  Woodliffes,  late  of  Toft 
Grange,  in  the  said  county  of  Lincoln,  and  of  the  quali- 
fication before  mentioned,  that  then  every  such  person  or 
persons  have  the  allowance  aforementioned  paid  as  afore- 
said, so  far  as  the  estate  will  extend.  Also  my  will  is, 
that  if  there  be  not  so  many  persons,  both  by  affinity  and 
consanguinity  to  be  found,  as  may  have  allowance  out  of 
my  estate  as  aforesaid,  that  then  such  person  or  persons 
h'ving  within  the  county  of  Lincoln,  as  can  make  them- 
selves appear  to  my  trustees  aforesaid,  or  their  successors, 
to  be  gentlemen,  or  persons  of  quality  and  merit,  and  so 
qualified  as  aforesaid,  shall  have  the  same  allowance  before 
mentioned,  so  far  as  the  said  estate  will  extend.  Also,  my 
will  is,  that  if  any  of  the  person  or  persons  before  men- 
tioned being  admitted  to  the  yearly  allowance  or  stipend 
of  10/.  as  aforesaid,  shall,  by  his  or  their  imprudence,  not 
keep  themselves  in  such  habit  as  in  some  sort  is  agreeable 
to  the  quality,  that  then  my  trustees  and  their  successors, 
or  the  major  part  of  them,  shall  have  power  to  default  so 
much  annually  out  of  his  or  their  allowance  or  stipend  as 
aforesaid  as  will  buy  him  or  them  doublet,  coat,  breeches, 
hose,  and  shoes  in  some  sort  suitable  for  their  quality  and 
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condition.  Also  my  will  iS|  that  if  any  of  the  person  or 
persons  before  mentioned,  being  admitted  to  their  yearly 
allowance  or  stipend  of  10/.  as  aforesaid,  shall,  after  the 
tame  received,  grow  debauched  and  profane,  and  live  in 
any  notorious  crime  and  drunkenness,  whoredom,  or  the 
like,  and  being  thereof  admonished  by  the  said  trustees  or 
their  successors,  shall  make  little  or  no  reformation,  that 
then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  my  said  trustees  or  their  suc- 
cessors to  detain  the  said  stipend  or  allowance,  and  abso- 
lutely for  ever  to  discharge  him  thereof,  and  the  same  to 
bestow  upon  some  of  better  merit,  and  as  shall  be  qualified 
as  the  persons  before  mentioned  are  to  be.  And  because 
my  trustees  or  their  successors  may  be  the  better  enabled 
faithfully  to  discharge  that  reposed  in  them  for  the  uses, 
intents,  and  purposes  before  mentioned  and  declared,  &c*i 
it  18  my  will  that  when  the  before-mentioned  trustees  or 
the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  shall,  after  the  death  of 
my  said  wife,  enter  upon  the  before-mentioned  lands  for  the 
intents  before-mentioned,  that  such  of  my  surviving  trus- 
tee or  trustees  shall  have  power  to  choose  to  him  or  them- 
selves, such  or  so  many  person  or  persons  in  the  room  and 
stead  of  the  before-mentioned  trustees  then  dead,  as  will 
make  up  the  after-appointed  number  of  four,  provided  the 
person  or  persons  so  to  be  made  choice  of  as  aforesaid  be 
men  of  good  families,  in  good  esteem  of  the  countrymen 
of  considerable  estates,  men  pious  and  religious  in  their 
lives  and  conversations,  ministers  as  well  as  others,  living 
And  inhabiting  within  the  county  of  Lincoln,  and  the  same 
person  or  persons  so  duly  elected  as  aforesaid  shall  have 
the  Same  power  and  trust  reposed  in  him  or  them  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  as  if  he  had  been  one  of  my  trustees 
named  in  this  my  will ;  and  that  I  may  not  be  frustrated 
in  this  my  intention,  my  will  is,  that  if  it  happen  my  said 
wife  survive  all  my  trustees  nominated  and  appointed  by 
this  my  said  will,  that  the  four  ministers  of  Leake,  Erangle, 
Lenorton,  and  Bennington,  then  being  at  the  time  of  my 
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wife's  (leathy  shall  be  my  trustees  to  all  intents  and  pur* 
poses,  for  the  disposing  of  my  estate  as  fully  as  tlie  per- 
sons before  nameil,  and  as  if  they  had  been  particularly 
nominated  in  this  my  will ;  and  if  any  of  the  said  parishes 
of  Leake,  Erangle,  Lenorton,  or  Bennington,  should  be 
destitute  of  a  minister  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  my  said 
wife,  or  that  any  of  the  said  ministers  within  the  said 
parishes  sliould  refuse  to  act  according  to  this  my  will, 
then  my  will  is,  that  those  of  the  said  ministers  as  are 
willing  to  act,  shall  have  power,  in  like  manner,  to  choose 
to  themselves  any  other  minister  or  ministers  within  the 
said  pnrt  of  Holland  as  my  trustees  above  named  have 
power  of  election  incase  of  vacancies  and  default  amongst 
them,  and  so  successively  to  choose  ministers  out  of  the 
said  towns  or  parts  of  Holland  in  like  manner  as  my  trus- 
tees before  named  are  empowered  in  like  cases  to  do. 
Also  my  will  is,  that  upon  my  trustees'  entrance  upon  my 
estate  as  aforesaid  (being  first  made  up  by  election  as 
aforesaid,  the  number  of  four  in  case  of  death  or  other 
default  amongst  them),  the  senior  by  election  amongst 
them  shall,  for  the  first  year,  be  both  receiver  and  expen- 
ditor  of  the  profits  of  my  said  lands  for  the  uses  and 
behoofs  before  mentioned,  allowing  him  yearly  such  reason- 
able charges  as  he  shall  expend  in  discharge  of  the  said 
trust,  and  5L  for  his  pains:  provided  that  within  one 
mc  nth  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  year  he  pass  his 
account  for  the  said  year  unto  the  residue  of  the  trustees 
or  the  major  part  of  them,  who  are  hereby  desired,  upon 
reasonable  notice  and  warning  given  unto  them  by  the  said 
receiver  and  expenditor,  to  attend  at  some  convenient 
place  for  the  taking  up  of  the  same,  and  to  have  allowed 
them  out  of  the  said  accounts  at  the  taking  up  of  them,  a 
dinner  not  exceeding  20*.  And  so  the  next  trustee,  ac- 
cording to  seniority  of  election,  to  take  upon  him  the  same 
trust  of  receiver  and  expenditor  for  the  following  year,  in 
manner  and  form  and  to  the  intents  before  mentioned,  and 
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80  successively  for  ever.  And  further,  my  will  is,  that  if 
any  of  the  trustees  shall,  hy  any  means  whatsoever,  perfi- 
diously betray  the  trust  hereby  reposed  in  them,  or  con- 
vert the  same  to  any  bye-end  whatsoever,  upon  due  proof 
thereof  to  be  made  unto  the  rest  of  my  trustees  or  the 
major  part  of  them,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for 
the  residue  of  my  said  trustees  to  expel  and  eject  the  said 
trustee  from  his  trust,  and  to  elect  and  choose  another  in 
his  stead,  of  the  same  qualifications  before  mentioned,  in 
like  manner  as  they  ou^ht  to  have  done  in  case  he  had 
died  ;  and  the  said  trustee  so  elected  in  his  stead,  to  have 
the  same  power  and  trust  committed  to  him  as  the  several 
trustees  have,  which  are  by  this  my  will  nominated,  viz* 
Joseph  Whyting,  Charles  Rushworth,  Francis  Empson, 
and  William  Ross." 

The  present  information,  after  stating  the  will,  the  death 
of  the  testator,  the  acceptance  of  the  trusts  by  the  trus- 
tees, and  that  certain  lands  had  at  different  times  been 
allotted  to  and  purchased  by  the  chanty,  contained  the 
following  statements : — That  the  lands  at  Leake,  devised 
by  the  said  will  to  the  said  charity  purposes,  and  the  lands 
and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  allotment,  and 
purchased  as  aforesaid^  have,  by  the  change  of  times  and 
the  advance  of  prices,  become  of  considerable  value  ;  and 
that  the  same  consist  principally  of  a  farm-house  and  build- 
ings, and  between  SOO  and  400  acres  of  arable  and  pasture 
land|  and  that  the  said  lands  are  worth  to  let  the  sum  of 
30^.  per  acre,  or  thereabouts ;  and  that  the  said  charity 
estate  and  premises  now  produce,  or  the  same,  if  properly 
let,  would  produce  an  income  of  from  GOO/,  to  700/.  per 
annum.  That  the  defendants,  George  Holland,  John 
Holland  the  younger,  Richard  Simpson,  and  William 
Cook,  now  are,  or  claim  to  be  the  trustees  of  the  aforesaid 
charity  estates  and  premi?es,  but  no  conveyances  or  con- 
veyance of  the  said  charity  estates  have,  or  has  ever  been 
made  to  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them ;  and  the  legal 
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estate  in  the  said  premises  is  now  outstanding  in  some 
person  or  persons  unknown  to  his  Majesty's  Attorney* 
General.  That  the  said  George  Holland ,  John  Holland, 
jun.,  Richard  Simpson^  and  William  Cook,  are  now,  and 
have  for  a  great  number  of  years,  by  themselves  or  their 
solicitor  or  agent,  (who  is  a  relation  both  of  the  said  Wil* 
liam  Cook  and  of  the  said  John  Holland),  been  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  for  some  such  chari- 
table purposes  as  in  the  said  will  mentioned.  That 
between  years  of  1814  and  1823,  Edward  Hunnings,  one 
of  the  then  trustees  of  the  said  charity,  with  the  consent 
or  through  the  negligence  of  the  said  George  Holland,  who 
was  then  a  trustee  of  the  said  charity,  applied  a  sum  of 
1561.  I7«.  9d,  part  of  the  funds  of  the  said  charity  to  bis 
own  use ;  and  his  Majesty's  Attorney-General  has  not  been 
enabled  to  ascertain  in  what  way  the  remainder  of  such 
tents  and  profits  have  been  applied  and  disposed  of.  That 
for  a  great  number  of  years  there  have  been  few  or  no  per- 
sons of  the  fiimily  of  the  testator,  or  of  the  other  families 
hereinbefore  named  who  are  proper  objects  of  the  said 
charity ;  and  it  is  alleged  that  there  has  been  considerable 
difficulty  in  ascertaining  what  persons,  not  being  of  the 
aforesaid  families,  but  resident  in  the  county  of  Lincoln, 
are  proper  objects  of  the  said  testator's  bounty ;  and  that 
in  fact  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  devote  any  part  of 
the  said  income  for  the  benefit  of  gentlemen,  or  persons 
of  quality  and  merit,  being  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  and 
qualified  as  in  the  said  will  mentioned ;  and  the  said  rents 
and  profits  have  remained  unemployed,  or  have  been 
accumulated  by  the  trustees,  and  laid  out  on  different 
securities;  and  that  few  persons  now  receive  any  benefit 
from  the  said  charity,  and  his  Majesty's  Attorne^'-Gene- 
ral  has  not  been  enabled  to  discover  the  particular  quali- 
fications of  such  persons  that  entitled  them  to  the  said 
charitable  relief;  and  there  is  now  a  considerable  yearly 
surplus  of  the  said  charity  income^  after  making  such  few 
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allowances  as  aforesaid.  That  it  will  be  beneficial  that  a 
proper  scheme  should  be  formed  for  the  due  application 
of  the  said  charity  income  for  the  time  to  come^  and  that 
proper  accounts  should  be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  said  charity  estates^  and  that  inquiry  should  be 
made  into  the  circumstances  under  which  the  said  charity 
estate  has  become  Tested  in  the  present  trustees^  or  in 
whom  the  same  now  is  vested,  or  in  whom  the  legal  estate 
of  the  said  premises  is ;  and  that,  if  necessary,  new  and 
additional  trustees  should  be  appointed,  and  the  said  pre- 
mises conveyed  to  them  accordingly ;  and  that  the  said 
charity  should  be  regulated  in  general  by  a  decree  of  this 
Court. 

The  information  then,  after  charging  various  acts  of 
mismanagement  of  the  estate  by  the  trustees,  by  taking 
premiums  from  the  tenants,  cutting  down  timber,  &c., 
and  misapplying  the  monies  derived  from  these  sources, 
prayed  that  the  charity  might  be  regulated  under  the 
decree  of  the  Court,  and  that  a  scheme  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  for  the  future  application  of  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof  might  be  formed ;  that  an  account  might 
be  taken  of  past  rents;  that  an  inquiry  might  be  directed 
into  the  circumstances  under  which  the  estate  became 
vested  in  the  defendants,  and  in  whom  the  legal  estate  is 
now  vested;  that  if  necessary  additional  trustees  might  be 
appointed,  and  the  estates  duly  conveyed  to  the  continuing 
or  new  trustees ;  and  that  the  defendant  George  Holland 
might  be  compelled  to  repay  the  said  sum  of  156/.  lis.  9d. 
so  lost  to  the  charity,  &c. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  admitted,  that  in  con- 
sequence of  the  good  management  of  the  trustees  for  the 
time  being)  the  charity  lands  had  greatly  improved  in 
value ;  and  that  the  lands  in  Leake,  which  in  the  year 
1667  were  let  at  a  rental  of  56/.,  are  now  let  at  the  annual 
rent  of  500/. ;  but  the  defendants  stated  their  belief,  that 
this  was  the  utmost  value  that  could  be  obtained  for  them. 
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They  stated  that  the  charity  estate  consisted  of  a  farm- 
house and  buildings^  and  about  397  acres  of  arable  and 
pasture  land.  They  admitted  that  they  were  the  existing 
trustees  of  the  charity,  and  that  George  Holland  had  be- 
come a  trustee  in  1815,  Simpson  in  \S23,  Cook  in  IS2\, 
and  John  Holland,  jun.,  in  1832.  They  stated  that,  upon 
the  death  or  retireirent  of  a  trustee,  it  had  been  the  in- 
variable custom  fi>r  the  surviving  or  continuing  trustees  to 
appoint  a  new  trustee  in  the  room  of  the  trustee  so  d}ing 
or  retiring,  and  to  enter  such  appointment  in  the  books  of 
the  charity ;  and  that  they,  the  defendants,  had  been  ap- 
pointed trustees  in  such  and  no  other  manner ;  and  that 
no  other  conveyance  of  the  premises  than  by  means  of 
such  appointment  had  been  made  to  them.  They  ad- 
mitted that  they  were  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  charity,  and  had  occasionally  employed  the 
party  named  in  the  bill  as  their  solicitor. 

With  respect  to  the  breach  of  tru^t  committed  by  Ed- 
ward Huniiings,  the  defendants  stated  as  follows  : — That 
Edward  Hunnings  was  a  trustee  and  secretary  of  the 
charity,  from  the  year  1814  to  the  year  1823;  and  that  in 
or  about  the  year  1818  he  sold  out  a  sum  of  200/.  3  per 
cent,  consolidated  annuities,  which  were  then  standing  in 
his  name  as  the  survivor  of  the  trustees  in  whose  names 
the  same  had  been  originally  invested,  and  that  he  re- 
ceived the  proceeds  of  such  sale  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
169/.  I7s.6d.  That  George  Holland  was  a  trustee  of  the 
charity  at  the  time  of  such  sale,  but  that  the  said  Edward 
Hunnings  was  at  that  time  the  secretary  of  the  said  cha- 
rity, and  that  all  the  funds  passed  through  his  hands 
alone.  That  George  Holland  had  not  any  notice  of  such 
sale  at  the  time  thereof;  but  at  the  next  general  meeting 
of  the  trustees,  after  the  sale,  he  ascertained  that  such 
sale  had  been  made ;  and  that  after  such  sale  had  been 
made,  the  same  aLo  became  known  to  the  other  trustees 
of  the  charity  for  the  time  being.     That  as  Edward  Hun- 
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nings  had  continued  duly  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  said 
stock,  and  was  a  man  of  great  respectability  and  reputed 
wealthy  the  trustees  for  the  time  being  did  not  compel  the 
said  Edward  Hunnings  to  replace  the  said  stock.  That, 
in  the  month  of  November,  1820,  it  was  ascertained  that 
£dward  Hunnings  was  then  insolvent,  that  at  the  time  of 
his  insolvency,  he  had  in  his  hands  other  monies  belong- 
ing to  the  charity,  which,  together  with  the  produce  of 
the  sale  of  the  said  sum  of  2001.  stock,  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  470/.  13^.  3d.  That  the  dividend  upon  his  estate 
produced  the  sum  of  313/.  15«.  6c/.,  which  was  received  by 
the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  so  that  the  loss  to  the  said 
charity,  by  the  insolvency  of  the  said  Edward  Hunnings, 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  156/.  lis.  dd.  That  these  defend- 
ants know  not,  nor  can  set  forth,  as  to  their  belief  or  other- 
wise, how  Edward  Hunnings  applied  the  said  sum  of  470/. 
135. 3r/. ;  but  that  he  did  not  apply  the  same,  or  any  part,  to 
his  own  use  with  the  consent  or  through  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant  George  Holland.  That,  up  to  the  time 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  said  Edward  Hunnings,  the  de- 
fendant, George  Holland,  always  believed  that  the  said 
£dward  Hunnings  was  ready,  and  willing,  and  compe- 
tent to  pay  and  apply  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  charity, 
whatever  he  had  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  said  cha- 
rity. 

With  respect  to  the  allegations  contained  in  the  infor- 
mation, relative  to  the  objects  of  charity  selected  by  the 
trustees,  the  defendants  stated  as  follows : — That  as  such 
trustees  as  aforesaid,  they  have  paid  the  whole  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  charity  estates  to  persons  who,  at 
the  time  of  election,  and  also  by  their  subsequent  conduct, 
were  considered  proper  objects  of  the  charity,  with  the 
exceptions  after  mentioned.  [Here  followed  as  exceptions 
the  expences  allowed  by  the  testator's  will,  and  700/.  for 
repairs].  That,  for  a  great  number  of  years,  persons  of 
the  name  of  Hunstone,  claiming  to  be  relations  of  the  said 
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testator,  receiYed  the  donations  gWen  to  them  by  the  said 
will ;  that  other  persons,  who  also  claimed  to  be  relations  of 
the  said  testator,  but  who  were  not  of  the  name  of  Hun- 
stone,  did,  for  a  considerable  number  of  years,  receive 
such  donations ;  and  that  other  persons  of  the  name  of 
Godney,  and  Smith,  and  Woodlifie  also,  for  some  time, 
received  such  donations.  That,  for  several  years  last  past, 
the  families  of  Hunstone,  Godney,  and  Smith,  have  be« 
come  extinct,  and  there  is  now  only  one  person  of  the 
name  of  Woodliffe,  known  to  these  defendants,  who  is 
entitled  to  and  receives  such  donation ;  and  that,  for  seve- 
ral years  last  past,  but  not  for  a  great  number  of  years, 
there  have  only  been  a  few  persons  of  the  family  of  the 
said  testator,  or  of  the  other  families,  who  were  proper 
objects  of  the  said  charity.  That  there  baa  not  been  any 
difficulty  in  ascertaining  what  persons,  not  being  of  the 
aforesaid  families,  resident  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  were 
proper  objects  of  the  said  charity.  That  tbe  defendants 
have,  from  time  to  time,  as  such  trustees  as  aforesaid, 
according  to  their  judgment^  appointed  such  persons  to 
receive  the  said  donations  as  were,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
defendants^  qualified  in  manner  in  the  said  will  mentioned 
to  receive  the  same ;  and  that,  in  manner  aforesaid,  the 
whole  of  the  income  arising  from  the  said  charity  estates 
have  been  applied  for  the  benefit  of  such  persons. 

The  allegations  contained  in  the  information  relative 
to  mismanagement  and  misapplication  of  the  charity  mo- 
nies by  the  trustees^  were  wholly  denied  by  the  answer. 

At  the  hearing,  the  relators  did  not  attempt  to  fix  tb« 
existing  trustees  with  any  fraudulent  breach  of  trust,  except 
so  far  as  related  to  the  fraud  of  Hunnings.  Upon  that  point, 
however,  it  appeared  from  the  books  that  Hunnings  was 
succeeded  in  his  situation,  as  acting  trustee,  by  John  Hoi* 
land,  senior,  who  adopted  Hunnings'  accounts,  and  there- 
by, as  it  should  seem,  made  himself  responsible  for  tbe 
baUnce  due  from  Hunnings.  Tbe  circumstances  comMCted 
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with  this  part  of  the  case  are  noticed  by  the  Court,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  for  tlie  relators.  As  to  the  gene- 
ral management  of  the  charity  in  regard  to  the  selection 
of  objects^  it  was  difficult  to  say,  upon  the  wliole  evi- 
dence, whether,  since  the  decrease  in  the  members  of  the 
testator's  own  family,  the  trustees  had  or  had  not  in  gene- 
ral fulfilled  the  intentions  of  (he  testator.  In  particular 
instances,  however,  it  was  evident  that  they  had  acted  in 
opposition  to  the  words  of  the  will,  as  by  applying  the 
funds  of  the  charity  in  binding  out  children  as  appren- 
tices, &c. 


1837. 

Attorney- 
General 

V, 

Holland. 


Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Spurrier,  for  the  relators.  With  re- 
spect to  the  point  suggested  by  the  information  relative  to 
the  outstanding  legal  estate,  it  might  fairly  be  questioned, 
whether,  as  there  has  been  no  conveyance  of  the  legal 
estate  since  the  testator's  death,  the  power  of  appointment 
of  new  trustees  has  ever  been  legally  exercised ;  and,  in 
short,  what  acts  of  the  several  persons  who  have  succes- 
sively filled  the  character  of  trustees  are  valid.  The  re- 
lators, however,  have  no  intention  to  press  those  ques- 
tions, and  merely  ask  for  a  reference  to  the  Master  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  what  has  become  of  the  legal 
estate,  and  whether  the  trustees  have  been  duly  appointed 
for  the  purpose  of  an  equitable  administration  of  the 
trusts  of  the  will.  On  the  Master's  report,  the  Court  will 
have  no  difficulty  in  dealing  with  the  case  under  the  stat. 
1 1  Geo.  4,  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  CO,  s.  23. 

The  main  object  of  the  present  proceeding,  is  the  for- 
mation of  a  scheme  for  the  future  government  of  the 
charity.  The  founder  has  laid  down  no  rules  or  provi- 
sions for  that  purpose.  It  rarely  happens  that  a  founder 
omits  to  give  to  some  party  or  other  the  power  of  framing 
rules  for  the  management  of  his  charity  ;  but  in  this  in- 
stance he  has.  The  Court,  therefore,  of  necessity,  will 
provide  a  scheme  for  that  purpose,  on  the  ground  of  the 
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increased  income  of  the  charity — no  mode  pointed  out  for 
ascertaining  proper  objects  of  relief — no  provision  for 
appointing  an  additional  officer,  supposing  it  necessary-' 
and  no  power  in  the  trustees  to  increase  the  allowances. 
It  is  sufficient  to  mention  two  cases,  which  shew  that  a 
court  of  equity  is  the  proper  tribunal  for  administering  a 
charity  where  there  is  no  general  statute,  and  where,  from 
a  change  of  circumstances  through  a  long  lapse  of  time,  a 
different  administration  of  the  funds  is  necessary  :  Attor^ 
ney- General  ▼.  Clarendon  (a),  Attorney-General  v.  Mer^ 
cers  Company  {b).  In  the  latter  case  it  was  held,  that  in 
consequence  of  the  change  in  the  Talue  of  money,  and  in 
the  circumstances  of  the  times  since  the  charity  was 
founded,  and  also  of  the  great  increase  of  the  fund,  the 
sums  appropriated  to  the  purposes  of  the  charity  should 
be  augmented  :  and,  in  regard  to  particular  sums,  an  in* 
crease  was  made  from  200/.  to  500/.  That  decision  u 
applicable  to  the  present  case.  Here,  not  only  the 
former,  but  the  existing  trustees,  have,  without  any  autho- 
rity, increased  the  allowances  from  10/.  to  15/.  They 
have  likewise  appointed  an  additional  officer,  which  they 
had  no  right  to  do;  the  will  providing  only  for  a  receiver 
or  expenditor.  The  secretary  whom  they  have  appointed 
is  one  of  their  own  body,  sftid  receives  a  salary  for  his 
trouble.  They  have  laid  out  700/.  in  repairs.  They  have 
employed  a  solicitor  in  the  investigation  of  claims,  that 
solicitor  being  brother  of  one  of  the  trustees.  All  these 
may  be  proper  acts,  and  they  are  not  mentioned  as  mat- 
ters of  blame  to  the  trustees;  but  the  mere  fact  that  re- 
course has  been  had  to  such  proceedings,  shews  that  some 
regulation  on  the  subject  is  necessary. 

There  are,  however,  some  very  serious  charges  against 
the  trustees  of  this  charity,  which  ought  to  be  adverted  to. 
It  is  conceded  that  those  charges  affect  the  former  trus- 


(a)  17  Vc8. 491,  600. 


(6)  2  M.  &  K.  654. 
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tees  rather  than  the  present,  but  they  serve,  neverthelesSi 
as  ground  for  an  application  for  a  scheme.  The  alleged 
misconduct  of  the  trustees  consists  in  the  allowance  of  the 
benefits  of  the  charity,  to  persons  under  forty  years  of 
age,  and  even,  to  infants — the  lending  the  funds  of  the 
charity  to  the  trustees — the  borrowing  of  the  money  by 
the  trustees  while  they  had  money  out  on  loan — the  trus- 
tees themselves  becoming  objects  of  the  charity — and  the 
sale  of  stock  and  conversion  of  it  to  the  use  of  a  trustee, 
'who  has  become  insolvent.  [Alderson,  B. — The  miscon- 
duct of  former  trustees  is  not  of  much  importance.  The 
evils  committed  by  them  seem,  generally  speaking,  to  have 
been  corrected  of  late  years.]  Confining  ourselves  to  the 
charges  against  the  present  trustees,  they  have  not  taken 
suflScient  care  to  find  out  proper  objects  of  the  charity. 
They  ought  to  have  taken  active  steps  by  means  of  adver- 
tisements, or  otherwise,  to  encourage  applications.  In  a 
case  like  the  present,  courts  of  equity  hold,  that  trustees 
should  be  active.  Generally  speaking,  the  primary  ob- 
ject of  the  founder  of  a  charity  is  to  provide  a  general 
maintenance  for  deserving  persons,  and  then  a  preference 
is  given  to  the  founder's  kin ;  but  here,  the  primary  object 
18  to  provide  for  those  of  the  founder's  name  and  family, 
and  then  for  others,  who,  though  of  his  name,  might  not 
be  of  his  family.  The  testator's  intentions,  therefore,  could 
not  be  followed  up,  without  active  care  and  management 
on  the  part  of  the  trustees ;  and  in  that  they  have  been 
grossly  deficient.  They  are  likewise  accountable  for  the 
conduct  of  Edward  Hunnings.  There  is  a  clear  admission, 
that  from  1814  to  1823,  he  was  acting  trustee  and  secre- 
tary, and  had  all  the  funds  in  his  hands,  although  the  will 
expressly  directs  that  the  election  of  the  expenditor  shall 
be  annual.  In  1817  a  sum  of  200^  stock  which  had  been 
placed  in  the  funds  at  different  times,  was  standing  in  the 
name  of  Hunnings,  as  the  survivor  of  those  persons,  in 
whose  joint  names  it  had  originally  been  invested.    When 
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the  trustees  found  that  this  siun  was  under  the  control 
of  one,  when  it  ought  to  have  been  under  the  controul  of 
four,  they  should  have  interfered.  They  omitted  how- 
ever so  to  do,  and  in  1817  or  1818  Hunnings  sold  out  the 
stock.  The  defendant,  George  Holland  says,  that  when 
this  took  place  he  was  not  aware  of  the  circumstancei 
though  he  admits  he  was  a  trustee  at  that  time.  He  was, 
however,  made  aware  of  the  circumstance  at  the  next 
general  meeting,  which  took  place  after  the  sale  of  the 
stock,  which  was  in  1818.  The  accounts  were  then 
audited,  and  he  and  the  other  trustees  were  informed  of 
the  breach  of  trust  which  had  taken  place.  It  was^  there- 
fore, his  duty,  as  it  was  also  that  of  the  other  trustees  for 
the  time  being,  to  take  immediate  steps  to  have  the  money 
called  in.  He,  however,  does  not  do  that,  but  permits 
Hunnings  to  go  on  paying  interest  on  the  stock,  and  re- 
ceiving all  the  monies  of  the  charity  during  the  years 
1818-19  and  20.  In  181^0  Hunnings  became  insolvent, 
whereby  a  loss  occured  to  the  estate  of  156/.  17«.  9d. 
Notwithstanding  this,  he  was  suffered  to  remain  a  trustee 
till  1823,  when  he  retired,  and  to  continue  secretary  at  5L 
per  annum  till  18S8,  when  he  died.  The  conduct  of  the 
trustees  in  retaining  this  man  as  their  co-trustee  under 
these  circumstances,  was  not  merely  a  constructive  but  an 
actual  breach  of  trust,  being  a  positive  violation  of  that 
clause  in  the  will,  which  directs  the  removal  of  trustees  'm 
such  cases.  The  circumstance  that  George  Hc^aiid  and 
the  other  trustees  derived  no  benefit  from  the  conduct  of 
their  co-trustee  is  immaterial,  their  acquiescence  in  his  acts 
being  sufficient  to  make  them  responsible :  Brice  v. 
Stokes  (a),  Adair  v.  Shaw  (6),  Caffrey  v.  Darby  (e). 
[Alderson,  B. — It  appears  that  Edward  Hunnings  in  the 
account  of  1819,  charges  himself  wuth  a  balance  of 
S26L  14«.    With  this  balance,  John  Holland,  jun.,  in  the 


(a)  uvea. 319. 


(6)  1  Sch.  &  L.  243. 
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following  year  charges  himself.  Therefore  it  should  seem 
that  John  Holland^jun.,  became  responsible  for  it.  In  the 
next  year,  1821«  the  account  is  taken  in  by  William  Hol- 
land ;  and  he,  in  stating  his  account,  leaves  himselfa  debtor 
to  the  estate  in  the  sum  of  470/.  135.  Sd.  That  includes 
the  sum  which  William  Holland  must  have  left  in  Hun- 
ning's  hands.  How  is  that  a  breach  of  trust  in  George 
Holland  ?]  The  trustees  were  all  equally  liable.  The 
breach  of  trust  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  others, 
although  William  Holland  was  the  principal  party  con- 
cerned. That  being  so,  George  Holland  is  separately 
liable  for  the  consequences :  Ex  parte  Angle  (a).  Walker 
V.  Symonde  (6).  In  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  all  the  parties  implicated  should  be 
before  the  Court.  The  party  wronged  may  recover 
against  the  less  guilty,  who  may  afterwards  proceed  against 
the  more  guilty. 
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Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Koe,  for  the  defendants. — 
Admitting  that  in  former  times  the  charity  was  improperly 
administered,  and  the  funds  wrongly  applied,  what  has 
that  to  do  with  the  present  case  ?  The  information  con- 
tains no  charge  of  misapplication  of  the  present  funds, 
except  with  regard  to  George  Holland.  The  argument 
for  the  plaintifiP  is,  that  because  former  trustees  have  irre- 
gularly dealt  with  the  charity,  therefore  it  is  to  be  put  to 
the  enormous  expense  of  a  scheme  to  be  approved  of  by 
the  Master  from  time  to  time.  But  how  is  the  Master  to 
act  as  judge  in  such  a  case?  If  a  party  comes  before  the 
trustees,  claiming  as  a  relation  of  the  founder,  is  that  to 
be  dealt  with  before  the  Master?  The  scheme  is  not 
proposed  in  order  to  dispose  of  a  lumping  sum,  but  to 
regulate  annual  rents  and  profits.  By  the  terms  of  the 
will,  the  trustees  are  to  judge  whether  the  parties  apply- 


(a)  Barnard,  452. 


(6)  3  Swanst.  75. 
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ing  are  proper  objects.  The  testator  expressly  says,  that 
such  persons  are  to  partake  of  the  charity  ''  as  can  make 
it  appear  before  my  trustees  "  that  they  are  entitled.  Cm 
bono,  then,  direct  a  scheme?  It  is  only  in  the  case  of 
charities  which  urgently  require  regulation,  that  a  scheme 
is  necessary ;  and  unless  it  appears  that  trustees  have  ex* 
ercised  their  judgment  improperly,  the  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere. In  Waldo  v.  Caley  (a),  where  a  fund  was  directed 
by  the  testator  to  be  applied  by  his  widow  to  charitable 
purposes  generally,  the  distribution  to  be  at  her  discretion, 
with  the  advice  and  assistance,  though  not  under  the  con- 
troul,  of  the  trustees  of  the  will.  Sir  William  Grant  de- 
clined to  direct  any  scheme  for  the  charity,  and  decided 
that  the  disposition  of  the  fund  was  at  the  absolute  dis- 
cretion of  the  widow.  That  decision  was  confirmed  bj 
Lord  Eldon  on  appeal,  and  approved  of  and  acted  upon 
by  Sir  John  Leach  in  Horde  v.  Earl  of  SuffoUc  (6).  lAU 
derson,  B. — In  those  cases,  there  was  a  temporary  interest 
in  the  party  who  was  to  distribute :  here,  there  is  a  per- 
manent trust  throughout  all  time.  Your  better  line  of 
argument  is,  that  the  will  itself  containing  a  scheme,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  the  Court  to  direct  one.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  question  is,  whether  a  scheme  is  not  desirable, 
for  the  purpose  of  defining  what  sort  of  persons  come 
within  the  description  of  "  gentlemen.*']  Whatever  advan- 
tage might  arise  from  a  scheme,  if  the  prayer  of  the  infor- 
mation is  founded  on  a  wrong  statement  of  facts,  the  plain- 
tiff* can  have  no  relief;  he  must  stand  or  fall  by  his  own 
information.  Now,  the  only  allegation  in  the  information 
which  points  to  a  scheme  is  that  which  states  a  difficulty 
in  procuring,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  proper  objects  of 
charity.  That  allegation,  however,  has  been  met  by  the 
answer,  and  there  is  no  other  upon  which  the  relief  sought 
for  can  be  granted.  In  Attorney- General  v.  Grocers*  Com- 


(a)  16Ve8.206. 


{b)  2M.&K.59. 
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pany  (a),  an  information  which  had  been  framed  impro- 
perly, in  the  same  re:>pect  as  the  present,  was  dismissed 
with  costs,  although  it  was  a  case  in  which  some  relief 
might  have  been  granted,  if  it  had  been  properly  brought 
before  the  Court.  As  to  that  part  of  the  information  which 
seeks  to  have  the  legal  estate  recovered,  if  this  were  at  all 
necessary,  the  proper  proceeding  would  be  by  petition  in 
a  summary  way,  and  not  by  information  or  bill  (6). 

Then  comes  the  question  as  to  the  alleged  breach  of 
trust  in  the  sale  of  the  2WiL  stock.  Upon  this  point,  your 
Lordship  is  called  upon  to  say  that  George  Holland,  who 
knew  nothing  of  the  sale  till  afterwards,  and  who  took  no 
benefit  from  it,  is  alone  to  be  made  liable.  Even  if  this 
information  had  been  filed  at  an  earlier  period,  and  all  the 
proper  parties  had  been  brought  before  the  Court,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  his  being  a  trus- 
tee at  the  time  the  sale  took  place,  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  charge  him  with  this  sum  of  money.  [Alderson,  B. — 
It  must  be  wilful  negligence  on  his  part.]  They  have 
shewn,  from  his  answer,  no  wilful  negligence.  [^Iderson, 
B. — He  becomes  acquainted  with  the  fact  in  1819,  but 
takes  no  steps  till  18^0.]  By  the  testator's  will,  the  acting 
trustee  was  to  account  to  the  succeeding ;  and  therefore 
the  trustee  who,  on  taking  that  account,  adopted  the 
breach  of  trust,  was  the  party  liable.  In  the  case  in  JBar- 
nadiston^  the  trustees  had  actually  received  the  money. 
It  was  not  a  liability  in  consequence  of  not  taking  steps, 
but  for  money  received.  Besides,  the  correctness  of  the 
report  of  that  case  is  very  questionable,  for  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  Lord  Hardwicke  could  have  decided  the  point 
on  petition.  In  Walker  v,  Symonds^  the  parties  represent- 
ing the  deceased  trustee  were  actually  before  the  Court, 
and  therefore  what  Lord  Eldon  is  reported  to  have  said  as 
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to  charging  trustees  separately  for  a  breach  of  trust  conh 
mitted  by  their  co-trustees,  is  only  an  obiter  dictum.  As- 
suming the  correctness  of  the  report  in  that  case,  it  is  a 
dictum  which  has  never  been  followed,  and  was  expressly 
disapproved  of  by  Sir  John  Leach ;  and  in  a  late  case.  Sir 
Launcelot  Shadwell,  upon  a  review  of  all  the  authoritiesi 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  some  mistake  on 
this  point  in  the  report  of  Walker  v.  Symonds ;  and 
thati  at  all  events,  the  dictum  of  Lord  Eldonwaa  not  to 
be  acted  upon.  If  it  were  acted  upon  in  this  instance, 
and  George  Holland  were  made  liable,  how  could  he  ob- 
tain contribution  from  the  other  trustees?  Upon  the 
whole,  we  submit  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  trus- 
tees have  violated  their  duty,  but  on  the  contrary,  that  for 
many  years  past  the  charity  has  been  properly  adminis- 
tered ;  that  unless  improper  management  be  shewn,  the 
Court  will  not  direct  a  scheme ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  it 
will  not  direct  any  scheme  which  is  not  final  and  concla- 
sive  in  its  nature,  so  as  to  prevent  any  farther  application 
to  the  Court.  Attorney-General  v.  Haberdashers'  Cowh 
pany  (a). 

Mr.  Cooper  in  reply. — Admitting  that  the  specific  relief 
sought  for  by  the  information  is  improper,  the  Court  will 
give  the  proper  relief  under  the  prayer  for  general  re- 
lief: Attorney-General  v.  Jeanes  (6),  Attorney-General  v. 
Scott  (c),  Attorney-General  v.  Mayor  of  Stamford  (rf), 
Attorney^General  v.  Foyster  (e),  Attorney-General  v. 
Whitely  (/),  Attorney^General  v.  Brook  {g).  [Alder- 
son^  B.] — The  question  is  not  whether  the  Court  will  give 
relief  only  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  information, 
but  whether  if  no  facts  are  established  as  averred,  the 


(fl)  1  Ves.  295. 

(b)  1  Aik.  355. 

(c)  1  Ves.  sen.  413. 

(d)  2  Swanst.  599. 


(<?)  1  Anstr.  116. 
C/)  11  Ves.  247. 
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Court  will  give  relief  under  the  prayer  for  general  relief.] 
In  AUorney  General  ▼•  Si.  PauFs  School  (a)  it  was  held 
upon  appeal,  that  the  Court  could  give  relief  under  such 
circumstances.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  facts  should 
be  specified  and  particularized  in  the  information,  but 
supposing  facts  are  alleged,  and  there  is  a  failure  in  the 
proof  of  ihem,  yet,  if  it  turn  out  by  accident,  and  contrary 
to  all  expectation,  that  the  charity  requires  to  be  regulated^ 
relief  will  be  given.  It  is  said,  that  in  Aitorney-General 
V.  Grocers*  Company^  the  information  was  dismissed,  be- 
cause the  facts  as  averred  were  not  proved ;  but  the  Court 
could  do  no  otherwise  than  dismiss  the  information,  be- 
cause the  defendants  insisted  on  a  decree  of  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Sewers,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  vary  the  decree :  Rockley  v.  Kelly  (Jb). 
It  may  be  admitted,  that  if  upon  a  bill  filed,  you  seek  to 
fix  the  defendants  with  the  loss  of  a  particular  sum  of 
money,  or  with  particular  misconduct,  you  ought  to 
put  that  fact  in  issue,  and  if  necessary  to  amend  your 
bill.  But,  in  the  case  of  an  information,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  amend  for  the  purpose  of  stating  circum- 
stances which  in  a  bill  ought  to  be  introduced  by  amend- 
ments ;  more  especially  where  the  circumstances  only  tend 
to  shew  generally  the  necessity  for  a  scheme.  This  ob- 
servation extends  to  cases  where  the  defendants  might  be 
taken  by  surprise ;  but,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  they 
cannot  be  taken  by  surprise.  The  allegations,  that  im« 
proper  persons  have  been  made  objects  of  the  charity, 
and  that  a  scheme  would  be  beneficial,  are  quite  sufficient 
to  sustain  this  information.  Suppose  even  the  pleadings 
contained  nothing  more  than  a  statement  of  the  devise, 
and  of  the  alteration  in  the  value  of  money,  it  is  submitted 
that  the  Court,  upon  proof  of  those  matters  alone,  would 
make  a  decree.    The  case  of  Morden  College  (c)  in  which 
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(a)  Not  reported. 
(6)Pre.Ch8.  111. 


(c)  Attorneif'Generaly,Lubboekf 
in  Chan.  1836. 
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the  charity  was  established  for  the  benefit  of  decayed 
Turkish  merchants,  shews  how  far  the  alteration  in  the 
value  of  money  will  weigh  with  the  Court  in  increasing 
the  allowances  to  the  objects  of  the  charity.  {^Alderson, 
B. — In  that  case  there  was  a  definite  body  to  be  pro- 
vided for.  Is  there  any  case  where  there  being  an  indefi- 
nite number  of  objects  but  a  definite  allowance,  the  Court  of 
Chancery  has  ordered  the  surplus  funds  to  be  applied  in 
increasing  the  allowances?]  In  the  case  just  cited,  the 
number  of  the  objects  was  indefinite.  The  charity  was 
founded  under  the  will  of  Sir  John  Morden  for  the  benefit 
of  so  many  poor  merchants  as  the  rents  of  bis  estates 
would  maintain.  By  the  will,  each  poor  merchant  was  to 
have  201. 9  but  that  sum  was  reduced  by  the  codicil  to  151* 
The  trustees  had  the  power  of  framing  statutes,  and  were 
also  visitors,  and  had  the  whole  of  the  internal  manage- 
ment. In  addition  to  the  general  powers  given  to  them 
by  the  will,  they  obtained  an  act  of  Parliament  (a)  enabling 
them  to  increase  the  allowance  to  40/.  per  annum*  The 
income  of  the  charity  having,  of  late  years,  considerably 
increased,  the  trustees  thought  it  desirable  to  increase  the 
number  of  objects,  and  for  that  purpose  they  proposed  to 
add  a  wing  to  the  college.  They  contended  they  had 
authority  to  do  that  under  the  will  and  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment. The  question  came  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
who  directed  a  reference  to  the  Master  not  to  approve  of 
a  scheme  generally,  but  to  inquire  whether  it  was  fit  and 
proper  to  increase  the  allowances.  The  Master,  amongst 
many  other  things,  reported  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  allow- 
ance to  each  merchant  should  be  increased  to  6(ML  per 
annum,  rather  than  there  should  be  any  increase  in  the 
number  of  objects ;  and  his  report  was  confirmed.  The 
trustees,  however,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  Master's  re- 
port in  other  particulars,  appealed  to  the  Lord  Chancellor, 


(a)  11  Geo.  3,  c.  10,8.  96. 
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Vfhen  his  Lordship,  in  considering  this  particular  part  of 
the  case,  observed  that  he  only  differed  from  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  in  this, — that,  looking  at  the  whole  state  of 
the  case,  and  the  change  of  laws  and  circumstances,  he 
thought  full  justice  could  not  be  done  unless  there  were  a 
general  scheme.  The  case,  however,  afterwards  stood 
over,  in  order,  if  possible,  to  obtain  the  consent  of  the 
trustees  to  some  private  arrangement. 


1837. 

Attorney- 
General 

V. 

Holland. 


Alderson,  B. — This  was  an  information  filed  against 
the  defendants,  who  are  the  trustees  of  a  charity  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln^  originally  founded  by  the  will  of  Ed- 
ward Hunstone,  in  the  year  1655. 

The  information,  after  setting  out  the  will  of  the  foun- 
der, proceeds — ^first,  to  charge  the  defendants  with  mis- 
management of  the  charity  estate  in  various  particulars, 
to  which  it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  now  advert ;  se- 
condly, with  having  suffered  the  legal  estate  in  the  pre- 
mises to  be  outstanding ;  and,  thirdly,  with  mismanage- 
ment of  the  charity  generally ;  and  it  charges  one  of  the 
defendants,  Edward  Holland  in  particular,  with  a  breach 
of  trust  in  respect  of  a  sum  of  money,  amounting  to  up- 
wards of  150/.  lost  to  the  charity,  by  the  failure  of  one 
of  the  existing  trustees  of  the  name  of  Hunnings. 

The  information  prays,  that  George  Holland  may  be 
directed  to  repay  this  money ;  and  that  the  Court  will  di- 
rect the  matter  to  be  referred  to  the  Master,  to  consider 
of  a  scheme  for  the  future  management  of  the  charity,  to- 
gether with  such  relief  as  may  be  proper  under  all  the 
circumstances. 

The  first  charge  was  given  up ;  it  appearing  quite  clear 
on  the  evidence  that  the  charity  estate  had  been  ma- 
naged greatly  to  the  advantage  of  the  charity.  And  as  to 
the  mismanagement  of  the  charity  itself,  there  is  nothing 
before  the  Court  to  support  that  allegation  against  the 
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present  trustees.  They  appear  to  me  to  have  conducted 
themselves  with  great  propriety,  and,  so  far  as  the  evi« 
dence  goes»  to  have  appointed  proper  objects  to  receive 
the  bounty  of  the  founder. 

I  see  no  reason  to  charge  Mr.  Holland  with  any  breach 
of  trust  as  to  the  money  lost  by  the  failure  of  Hunnings. 
The  utmost  that  could  be  urged  against  him  was,  that  he 
was  not  so  prompt  as  he  might  have  been  to  compel  Hun- 
nings to  replace  the  money  arising  from  the  stock  sold  out. 
But  it  is  clear,  that  as  soon  as  he  became  the  acting  trus- 
tee in  rotation,  the  money,  as  much  at  least  as  could  be 
recovered,  was  replaced;  and  that  Hunninga  previously 
had  been  considered  a  man  in  perfectly  good  credit.  If 
any  complaint  could  fairly  be  made  at  all,  it  would  apply 
to  the  trustee  who  preceded  George  Holland  in  office,  and 
who  is  no  party  to  the  present  record. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  all  these  which 
are  the  most  important  charges  against  the  defendants 
have  totally  failed.  But  then  it  is,  I  think,  made  out  that 
the  legal  estate  is  outstanding,  and  that  some  inconve- 
nience may  possibly  result  to  the  charity  if  that  were  suf- 
fered to  continue;  though,  I  own,  I  think  the  inconveni- 
ence is  not  likely  to  be  very  great,  since  no  instance  of  it 
has  occurred  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  original 
trustees  (which  must  have  taken  place  more  than  a  centiuy 
ago),  to  the  present  day. 

But  there  is  another  circumstance  in  this  case.  The 
information  prays  a  reference  to  the  Master  to  consider  of 
a  scheme  for  the  future  management  of  this  charity. 

It  appears  that,  by  the  will  of  Mr.  Hunstone,  he  direct- 
ed his  charity  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  such  decayed  gen- 
tlemen as  can  make  it  appear  unto  his  trustees  tliat  they 
are  of  his  name  and  family,  and  of  the  age  of  forty  years ; 
or  else  so  impotent  as  not  to  be  otherwise  able  to  get  a 
living.     Such  persons  as  these  (and  they  are  afterwards 
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extended  on  failure  of  bis  own  family,  to  the  families  of 
Godney  of  Bagenderby,  Smith  of  Sahflete,  and  WordliflT 
of  Toft  Grange,  successively  ;  and,  lastly,  on  failure  of  all 
these,  to  such  persons  being  inhabitants  of  the  county  of 
Lincoln  at  large),  are  to  have  each  an  allowance  of  lOiL 
a  year  for  life,  in  case  of  good  conduct.  And  the  num- 
ber is  to  depend  on  the  amount  to  be  derived  from  the 
estate. 

Now,  from  the  evidence,  it  clearly  appears  that  the  es- 
tate has  increased  from  an  annual  rental  of  about  SOL  to 
that  of  500/. ;  and  it  is  obvious,  that  the  amount  mentioned 
in  the  will,  10/.,  although  at  that  time  a  decent  allowance 
for  a  decayed  gentleman,  is  now,  from  the  change  in  the 
value  of  money,  a  totally  inadequate  sum  for  that  purpose ; 
and  that  the  retaining  the  present  amount,  will,  in  truth, 
violate  the  spirit,  whilst  it  is  an  adherence  to  the  letter  of 
the  will. 

It  appears,  moreover,  that  in  former  times,  though  not 
of  late,  an  improper  interpretation  has  been  given  to  the 
word  '^impotent"  in  the  will,  which  seems  to  have  been 
construed  so  asto  allow  the  admission  of  minors,  until  they 
attained  their  majority,  to  the  benefits  of  the  charity. 
This  interpretation  is  clearly  erroneous,  and  was  admit- 
ted to  be  so.  The  word  ''  gentlemen"  also,  is  a  word  of 
somewhat  vague  meaning ;  and  it  will  be  well,  therefore, 
to  give  some  more  accurate  description  of  it ;  at  all  events 
enumerating  some  classes,  so  as  to  make  the  objects  of 
the  charity  more  definite,  and  the  duties  of  the  trustees 
more  easy  in  future. 

Although,  therefore,  I  am  not  insensible  to  the  argu- 
ment which  was  urged,  as  to  the  expense  of  a  scheme, 
yet,  I  think  on  the  whole,  it  would  clearly  be  more  for 
the  benefit  of  the  charity  that  a  reference  to  the  Master 
should  take  place. 

The  case  of  Morden  College,  before  Lord  Coiienham, 
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is  an  authority  for  my  doing  this.  Bat  neither  this,  nor 
the  getting  in  the  legal  estate,  required  the  present  infor- 
mation to  be  filed,  containing  grave  charges  which  turn 
out  to  be  wholly  without  foundation.  Both  these  objects 
might  have  been  obtained  by  petition. 

I  propose,  therefore,  to  adopt  the  decree,  which,  under 
very  similar  circumstances.  Lord  Langdale  made  in  The 
Attomey-Generals.  CuUum{a),  "  Thinking,**  as  he  said  in 
that  case,  "  that  the  suit  has  been  instituted  and  con- 
ducted in  a  manner  to  create  a  great  deal  of  unnecessary 
expense,  I  think  it  right  to  frame  my  decree  in  terms  to 
save  the  charity  estate  from  costs  to  which  I  think  it  ought 
not  to  be  subjected." 

I  dismiss,  with  costs,  so  much  of  the  information  as  re- 
lates to  the  mismanagement  of  the  estate  and  of  the  cha- 
rity, by  the  present  trustees,  and  of  the  breach  of  trust 
alleged  against  George  Holland. 

I  direct  a  reference  to  the  Master  as  to  the  legal  estate, 
to  inquire  whether  it  be  outstanding,  and  to  take  proper 
measures  for  getting  it  in.  I  direct  a  reference  to  him  to 
consider  a  scheme  for  the  future  management  of  the 
charity,  in  which,  amongst  other  things,  he  is  to  consider 
whether  the  amount  paid  to  each  of  the  objects  of  the 
charity  should  not  be  increased,  and  their  number 
diminished,  without,  however,  disturbing  any  of  the  pre- 
sent possessors.  The  Master  is  also  to  consider  the  ex- 
pediency of  increasing  the  number  of  the  trustees  by  in- 
troducing one  or  two  of  the  incumbents  mentioned  in  the 
testator's  will,  and  the  propriety  of  prohibiting,  in  future, 
the  election  of  trustees  in  the  same  family.  He  will  also 
consider  how  to  define  the  word  ''  gentleman"  more 
clearly — as,  for  instance,  by  stating  that  magistrates, 
esquires,  members  of  the  three  learned  professions,  gra- 


(a)  1  Keen,  118. 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER. 


707 


duates  of  the  universities,  attornies,  surgeons,  apothecaries, 
and  the  like  shall  be  considered,  if  otherwise  eligible, 
objects  of  this  charity.  He  will  also  define  the  age  at 
which  eligibility  is  to  begin,  so  as  to  exclude  minors  in 
future.  I  mention  these  circumstances  as  some  of  those 
which  are  proper  to  be  considered.  Upon  the  exclusion 
of  minors,  and  upon  the  not  ilisturbing  the  present  trus- 
tees, and  the  present  objects  of  the  charity,  I  wish  to  be 
considered  as  giving  a  direction  to  the  Master. 

And  as  to  the  costs  of  the  parts  of  the  information  not 
dismissed,  I  give  none  to  the  relators  up  to  the  present 
time. 

The  defendant's  extra  costs  as  to  the  parts  dismissed, 
and  their  own  costs  up  to  the  present  time,  they  are  to 
have  out  of  the  charity  estates.  The  subsequent  costs  I 
reserve,  intimating,  however,  my  wish  that  the  Master  (if 
there  be  any  improper  delay  or  vexatious  proceeding 
before  him,  which,  however,  I  do  not  anticipate,)  will 
report  the  same,  for  my  government  as  to  the  award  of 
these  costs  on  further  directions. 


1837. 
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Decree  accordingly. 
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Dec.  Sth,  2Ut. 

TmuiHx  devised  ^ALOME  TURST,  spinster,  being  seised  and  pos- 

her  real  and  per-  sessed  of  Considerable  real  and  personal  estates,  amongst 

?5^*s "wsheira,  ^hich  were  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  greater  part  and 

*d*7?"'  *°^  *  '^"8  ^^^^  ^^  years  in  the  remaining  part  of  the  Pantheon 

according  to  the  in  Oxford  Street,  by  her  will,  dated  in  September,  1803, 

and  qualities  ^^^^  bequeathing  various  legacies,  devised  and  bequeathed 

thereof, upon  follows:— "  And  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  re- 

the  trust!  lol-  ' 

lowing,  that  is     mainder  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  whatsoever  and 

to  say,  upon  •^  /•  i    i  i  i 

trust  to  retain  wheresoever,  after  payment  ot  my  debts,  the  above  men* 

•ame^in^he*  tioncd  legacies,  my  funeral  expenses,  and  the  charges  of 

state  it  should  proving  this  my  will,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the 

time  ofher  de-  game  unto  and  to  the  use  of  William  Seymour,  of  Mar- 

he'sho'uidThink  gsret  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Marylebone,  and  county  of 

LTund^dispose  Middlesex,  gentleman,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  admini- 

of  the  whole,  or  gtrators,  for  ever,  according  to  the  different  natures  and 

such  part 

thereof  as  and  qualities  thereof  respectively;  upon  the  several  trusts 
they  should        nevertheless,  and  for  the  several  ends,  intents,  and  pur- 

from  time  to  poses  hereinafter  expressed  and  declared  of  and  concern- 
time  think  expe-  ^  ^ 

dient,  either  by    ing  the  Same ;  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  retain  and  keep 

public  auction  .  •ini-  t-  /•  j 

or  private  con-    the  same  in  the  State  it  shall  be  in  at  the  time  of  my  de- 
tract, to  any  per- 
son or  persons 

who  should  be  willing  to  become  the  purchaser  or  purchasers;  and  then  upon  trust  to  invest  the  money 
to  be  produced  by  such  sale  or  sales,  together  with  all  ready  monies  of  the  testatrix,  in  his  or  their 
own  name  or  names,  and  in  that  of  two  of  the  residusry  legatees  thereinafter  named,  in  the  pub- 
lic funds,  or  upon  real  or  government  securities;  and  then  the  testatrix  directed  that  the  said  W. 
S.,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should  stand  possessed  of  and  interested  in  all  such  the 
general  residue  of  her  real  and  personal  estate,  and  from  and  after  such  sale,  then  of  the  stodu, 
funds,  and  securities  whereon  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  should  have  been  invested,  in  trust, 
out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  proSts,  interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds  thereof,  to  pay  several  life 
annuities;  and  from  and  after  full  payment  and  satisfaction  thereof,  the  testatrix  directed  that  the 
said  W.  S.,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  should  stand  possessed  of  all  the  said  residue 
of  her  said  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  of  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  whereon  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof  should  have  been  invested,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  interest, 
dividends,  and  produce  thereof,  in  trust  for  five  of  the  said  annuitants,  (including  the  said  W.  S.), 
in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  for  their  respective  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the  different  natures  and  qualities  thereof: — Held,  that, 
upon  the  terms  of  this  will,  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  that  the  property  should  be 
converted  out  and  out,  but  that  W.  S.  had  a  discretion  to  sell  the  whole  or  any  part  of  it  when  and 
as  he  might  think  expedient,  and  that  until  he  exercised  that  discretion  the  property  must  be  con- 
sidered to  remain  in  the  state  it  was  in  at  the  lime  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

A  trustee  having  discretion  to  sell  the  trust  property  submitted  to  a  decree  for  sale  In  a  suit  ia- 
adtuted  in  relation  to  the  ivuii-^Beld,  that  the  Court  waa  not  therefore  bound  to  ctrry  the  sale 
Into  execution. 
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cease  as  long  as  be  shall  think  proper,  or  to  sell  aqd 
pose  of  the  whole  or  such  part  thereof  as  and  when  he 
or  they  shall  from  time  to  time  think  expedient,  either  by 
public  auction  or  private  contract,  and  in  such  lots  and 
parcels  as  he  or  they  shall  think  best  and  most  advisable, 
unto  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  willing  to  become 
the  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof, 
for  the  most  money  and  best  price  or  prices  that  can  or 
may,  at  the  time  or  times  of  such  sale  or  sales,  or  dispost* 
tion,  be  reasonably  had  or  gotten  for  the  same ;  and  then 
upon  trust  to  place  out  and  invest  the  money  to  arise  and 
be  produced  from  or  by  such  sale  or  sales,  together  with 
all  ready  money  which  I  shall  leave  at  the  time  of  my  de- 
cease, and  all  sum  and  sums  of  money  which  shall  be  col* 
lected  or  got  in  by  him  or  them,  and  which  shall  be  due 
and  owing  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  in  his  or  their 
own  name  or  names,  and  in  the  name  of  some  two  of  the 
residuary  legatees  hereinafter  named,  in  tiie  public  stocks 
or  funds,  or  upon  real  or  government  securities  in  Great 
Britain,  at  interest.     And  then  I  will  and  direct  that  the 
said  William  Seymour,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administra- 
tors, shall  and  do  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested 
in  all  such  the  general  residue  of  my  real  and  personal  es- 
tate, and  from  and  after  any  such  sale,  then  of  the  stocks, 
funds,  or  securities  whereon  the  same  or  any  part  thereof 
shall  have  been  laid^  out  or  invested,  in  trust,  by  and  out 
of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  interest,  dividends,  and 
proceeds  thereof,  to  pay  the  several  annuities  following; 
that  is  to  say,"   [Then  followed  several  life  annuities  to 
William  PoUey,  Mary  Policy,  his  daughter,  Sarah  Crode, 
Rebecca  Harvey,  the  said  William  Seymour,  and  several 
other  persons.]    "  And  from  and  after  full  and  entire  pay- 
ment and  satisfaction  of  the  several  annuities,  and  all  ar- 
rears thereof,  then  I  will  and  direct  that  the  said  William 
Seymour,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  shall 
stand  possessed  of  all  the  said  rest  residue  and  remainder 
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1837.  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  of  the 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  whereon  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  shall  have  been  investedi  and  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits,  interest,  dividends,  and  produce  thereof,  in  trust 
for  the  said  William  Policy,  Mary  PoUey,  his  daughter, 
Sarah  Crode,  Rebecca  Harvey,  and  himself  the  said  Wil- 
liam Seymour,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  for  their  respect- 
ive heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according 
to  the  different  natures  and  qualities."  The  testatrix 
then,  for  promoting  and  facilitating  such  sale  and  sales  as 
were  by  her  therein-before  authorized  to  be  made  of  her 
real  and  personal  estate,  declared  that  the  receipt  and  re- 
ceipts of  the  said  William  Seymour,  his  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  should,  from  time  to  time,  be  a  good 
and  sufiBcient  discharge,  and  good  and  sufficient  discharges, 
to  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof,  or  of  any  part 
thereof  respectively,  for  so  much  money  as  in  such  receipt 
or  receipts  should  be  acknowledged,  or  expressed  to  be 
received,  &c. ;  and  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said 
William  Seymour,  his  executors  and  administrators,  when, 
and  as  he  should  from  time  to  time  see  proper,  to  alter, 
change,  and  transfer  any  funds  or  securities  which  should 
be  purchased  or  taken  in  pursuance  of  her  will,  to  any 
other  funds  or  securities  of  the  same  or  a  similar  nature, 
in  his  name,  and  the  names  of  some  two  of  such  residuary 
legatees.  The  testatrix  then  provided,  that  if,  at  any  time 
or  times  after  her  decease,  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits, 
interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  of  the  said  general 
residue  of  her  estates  and  effects,  or  of  the  stocks,  funds, 
and  securities  whereon  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  should 
have  been  laid  out  or  invested,  should  not  extend  to  or  be 
sufficient  to  answer  and  pay  all  the  said  annuities  in  full, 
then,  and  in  such  case,  and  so  often  as  the  same  should 
prove  insufficient,  all  and  every  the  said  annuities  or  yearly 
sums  therein-before  by  her  directed  to  be  paid,  should 
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abate  proportionably  one  with  the  other.     And  the  testa-         1837. 

trix  nominated  and  appointed  the  said  William  Seymour        poliey 

sole  executor  of  her  will.  "• 

,  .  ,  t        Seymour. 

The  testatrix  died  in  March,  1805,  leaving  the  several 

annuitants,  except  Sarah  Crode,  surviving  her.  Sarah 
Crode  died  in  the  hfetime  of  the  testatrix,  leaving  no  heirs. 
William  Seymour  proved  the  will,  and  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix. 

The  original  bill  was  filed  in  1820,  by  William  Poliey  and 
the  other  annuitants,  against  Seymour  and  the  Attorney 
General,  praying  the  usual  accounts  and  payment  of  their 
annuities,  and  that  the  real  estates  might  be  sold.  The 
cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and  various  proceedings  were 
had  in  the  suit.  In  June,  183^,  an  order  was  made  for  the 
sale  of  the  real  and  leasehold  estates.  These  were  accord- 
ingly, on  several  occasions,  offered  for  sale,  but  for  various 
sufficient  reasons  the  sales  could  not  be  proceeded  with. 
The  property  was  then  let  upon  a  repairing  lease  for  sixty- 
one  years,  from  Lady-day,  183i,  at  a  rent  of  800/.  The 
Master  having,  under  these  circumstances,  reported  that  a 
sale  would  not  be  beneficial  to  the  parties,  an  order  was 
made  in  July,  1837,  that  the  surplus  rents,  after  payment 
of  costs,  should  be  applied  in  liquidation  of  (he  annuities. 

During  the  progress  of  the  suit  considerable  changes  had 
taken  place,  by  death  or  marriage,  in  regard  to  the  par- 
ties. Of  these  changes,  which  were  provided  for  by  bills 
of  revivor  and  supplement,  it  is  only  necessary  to  notice 
that  which  took  place  by  the  death  of  William  Poliey,  in- 
testate^ in  December,  1830.  He  left  a  widow  and  several 
children  surviving  him,  amongst  whom  was  WilUam  Pol- 
ley,  one  of  the  present  plaintiffs,  his  heir-at-law  and  per- 
sonal representative. 

The  principal  question  now  to  be  decided  on  further 
directions  was,  whether,  consistently  with  the  will  of  the 
testatrix,  the  property  could  be  permitted  to  remain  as 
real  property,  in  which  case  William  Policy  and  the  other 

VOL.  ir.  AAA  EQ.  EX. 
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183/.  plaintiffs,  as  heirs  of  the  residuary  devisees,  would  be 
entitled  to  so  much  of  it  as  was  freehold,  or  whether  the 
testatrix  intended  that  this  property  should  be  converted 
out  and  out  into  personalty,  in  which  case  the  next  of  kin 
or  legatees  of  the  residuary  devisees  would  be  entitled. 

Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Bellasis  for  the  plaintiffs. — The 
first  question  is  whether,  when  this  suit  was  first  institu- 
ted, the  residuary  property  devised  by  the  will  was  to  be 
deemed  real  estate,  or  to  have  been  converted  out  and  out 
into  personalty ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  if  it  were  not  then 
converted,  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  suit  make 
any  difference  in  that  respect.  Upon  the  first  point,  it  is 
clear,  that  where  a  testator  devises  real  property  to  be 
sold  and  converted  into  money,  and  the  money  to  be  paid 
to  a  particular  individual,  there  is  a  conversion  out  and 
out.  The  party  who  takes  under  such  a  gift  takes  it  as 
personal  estate,  on  the  principle  that  there  is  impressed 
on  it  by  the  testator  the  character  of  personal  estate. 
But  though  the  direction  be  to  convert  the  property  out 
and  out,  and  to  give  it  to  the  individual  as  money,  yet  the 
individual  d)ring  before  the  conversion  takes  place,  may  ex- 
ercise a  right  of  election,  and  may  demonstrate  his  inten- 
tion, by  will  or  otherwise,  that  the  property  shall  go  to  his 
real  and  not  his  personal  representatives.  If,  however,  he 
makes  no  such  election,  then,  in  order  to  entitle  his  per- 
sonal representative  to  take  it  as  personalty,  he  must  shew 
that,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  the  real  property  was  con- 
verted out  and  out.  Now,  he  cannot  shew  that,  if  the  will 
merely  gives  the  trustee  an  option  to  lay  the  money  out  on 
land.  lAUlerson,  B. — The  other  parties  will  contend  that 
the  option  given  to  the  trustee  in  this  case  is  only  as  to  time; 
and  that  the  conversion  must  take  place  some  time  or  other.] 
Here,  the  discretion  given  to  the  trustee  extends  over  the 
whole  period  of  his  life.  He  is  to  retain  and  keep  the 
property  in  the  state  in  which  it  may  be  found  at  the  tes- 
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tator's  deaths  "  as  long  as  he  shall  think  proper."  There  1837* 
is  no  where,  on  the  face  of  this  will,  an  imperative  direc- 
tion given  to  him  to  convert  the  property  at  some  specific 
time.  [Alderson,  B. — The  trustee  is  to  retain  and  keep 
the  property  so  long  as  he  shall  think  proper;  but  the 
property  is  to  be  sold  when  he  or  his  representatives  may 
think  proper.  In  Thornton  v.  Hawley  (a)  the  option  was 
given  to  the  representatives  of  certain  persons,  as  well  as  to 
the  persons  themselves,  and  Sir  William  Grant  relied  on 
that  circumstance  as  shewing  that  the  option  was  only  as 
to  time.  You  may  suppose  a  person  to  leave  to  an  indivi- 
dual whom  he  knows,  and  on  whose  sagacity  he  depends^ 
a  particular  sort  of  option,  but  you  cannot  extend  that  to 
bis  representatives.]  Thornton  v.  Hawley  was  the  case 
of  a  settlement.  [Alderson,  B. — Suppose  the  property 
had  been  devised  to  a  trustee  upon  trust,  to  convert  it 
into  personal  estate  as  soon  as  he  should  find  it  conve- 
nient, would  not  that  be  a  conversion  out  and  out?]  It 
might  be  so ;  but  whether  a  limited  or  unlimited  time  is 
given  to  the  trustee,  is  not  absolutely  material  in  this 
case.  Suppose  the  time  to  be  limited  ;  we  represent  the 
heir  of  Policy,  who  was  the  first  person  to  take  the 
property,  whether  converted  or  unconverted.  Policy  is 
dead,  and  the  conversion  has  not  yet  taken  place ;  why 
then,  should  the  Court  be  called  upon  to  say  that  the  pro* 
party,  which  was  real  at  the  time  of  his  death,  passed  to 
his  personal  representative  and  not  to  his  heir?  Besides, 
here,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  the  trustee  is  to  stand  pos- 
sessed in  trust  for  the  '*  respective  heirs'*  as  well  as  exe- 
cutors of  the  parties  named.  It  is  only  in  cases  like  that 
of  KenneU  v.  Abbott  (6),  where  the  testator's  declara- 
tions are  of  the  most  clear  and  explicit  nature,  that  the 
Court  will  declare  a  conversion  out  and  out.  If  the  con- 
version was  intended  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  that 

(fl)  10  Vcs.  133.  (6)  4  Vc8.  802. 
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purpose  fail,  the  Court  says  there  is  no  conversion  at  all: 
Ackroyd  v.  Smiihson  {a).  In  Walker  v.  Denne  (6)  the 
money  was  not  hiid  out,  and  it  was  sought  to  compel  the 
trustees  to  take  the  gift  as  if  it  had  been  laid  out;  but  the 
Ccurt  decided  against  the  conversion  of  the  property,  on 
the  ground  that  a  discretion  was  vested  in  the  trustee. 
The  Court  always  leans  towards  keeping  the  property  in 
the  state  in  which  it  is  found.  \_Alderson^  B. — It  is  en- 
tirely a  question  of  construction.  If  the  property  is  left 
to  the  trustee  to  convert  at  any  time  he  pleases,  (which 
he  would  have  a  right  to  do  without  that  direction),  then 
it  is  a  conversion  out  and  out.]  Upon  the  second  point  it 
seems  unnecessary  to  contend,  that  the  proceedings  which 
have  taken  place  in  this  suit  cannot  affect  the  general 
question. 

Mr.  Turner  for  the  defendant  W.  Seymour. — The 
question  which  may  possibly  arise  between  Seymour 
and  the  crown,  relative  to  the  interest  of  Sarah  Crode, 
who  has  died  without  heirs,  need  not  now  be  argued. 
It  will  be  time  enough  to  advert  to  that  point,  which 
depends  on  the  case  of  Burgess  v.  Wheate  {c)^  when 
the  question  of  conversion  has  been  decided.  The  point 
now  to  be  determined  is,  whether  any  option  to  con- 
vert is  given  to  the  trustee,  the  law  being  clear  that  if 
there  is  an  option  there  cannot  be  an  absolute  conver- 
sion. Now,  by  the  first  part  of  the  residuary  clause,  the 
trustee  is  to  retain  and  keep  the  property  in  its  original 
state  as  long  as  he  shall  think  proper,  or  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  the  whole  or  such  part  thereof  as  and  when  he 
shall  think  expedient.  If  the  will  had  stopped  there,  it 
could  not  have  been  contended  that  this  was  a  conversion 
out  and  out.  By  that  clause  the  trustee  has  a  clear  option 
to  sell  or  not  to  sell.     [Alderson,  B. — If  the  words  had 


(«)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  603.  (6)  2  Ves.  170. 

(r)  1  W.  Bl.  123;  1  Eden.  177. 
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been  **  if"  he  shall  think  proper,  there  would  have  been  a 
clear  option ;  but  the  words  are  "  as  long "  as  he  shall 
think  proper.  Has  he  any  discretion  given  him  except  as 
to  time  ?  Does  the  absolute  discretion  you  contend  for 
extend  to  the  personalty,  as,  for  instance,  books,  jewels, 
&c.]  The  trustee  had,  by  this  clause,  an  absolute  dis- 
cretiin  to  sell  the  entire  property,  although,  probably,  the 
testatrix  might  intend  that  he  should  keep  the  personalty 
in  its  original  state.  The  power  of  sale  gives  him  a  com- 
plete option  to  sell  the  whole  or  part.  That  option  is  not 
affected  by  any  of  the  subsequent  clauses.  The  words 
"  upon  trust  to  place  out  and  invest,  &c."  do  not  imply  a 
necessity  of  selling  the  whole ;  they  only  refer  to  an  in- 
vestment of  such  part  as  might  be  sold  :  and  the  clause 
in  which  the  testatrix  refers  to  the  sales  therein-before 
**  authorized,**  shews  clearly  that  she  did  not  intend  that 
a  sale  should  take  place  at  all  events.  How,  then,  can  the 
Court  say  that  there  is  an  absolute  direction  to  sell  out 
and  out,  when,  in  no  part  of  the  will,  is  any  expression  of 
that  sort  to  be  found  ?  The  result  is,  that  an  absolute 
discretion  to  sell  being  given  to  the  trustee,  if  that  discre- 
tion be  not  exercised,  the  parties  interested  must  take  the 
fuud  as  they  find  it.  In  Cot^  v.  Wade  (a),  a  discretion 
having  been  vested  in  trustees,  both  as  to  the  conversion 
and  distribution  of  the  fund  comprised  in  the  testator's 
will,  and  the  trustees  having  omitted  to  exercise  that  dis- 
cretion, the  Court  exercised  it  so  far  as  to  declare  who 
were  the  parties  entitled  to  take,  namely,  the  testator's 
next  of  kin  ;  but  it  was  held  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Walter  v. 
Maunde  (6),  which  was  an  appeal  from  part  of  the  decree 
in  Cole  v.  Wade,  that  such  part  of  the  fund  as  consisted 
of  real  estate,  should  be  distributed  amongst  the  next  of 
kin  as  real  estate,  so  as  to  descend  to  their  heirs-at-law. 
'^  The  question,"  said  his  Lordship,  '*  is,  whether,  if  the 
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1837.  testator  has  given  both  his  real  and  personal  estates  to 
trustees,  with  a  direction  to  distribute  them  in  such  man- 
ner and  proportions,  and  subject  to  such  annuities  and 
mortgages  as  they  may  think  proper,  it  follows,  that,  as 
they  could  convert  or  forbear  to  convert,  this  Court  is 
therefore  to  say,  it  will  distribute  the  whole  as  personal 
property,  as  that  is  more  convenient,  though  not  the  mode 
of  distribution  directed.  The  effect  of  all  the  cases  is 
this:  that  the  will,  if  it  is  to  be  construed  as  giving  to  (he 
next  of  kin  the  real  estate,  gives  it  as  real  estate ;  the 
devisees  taking  the  property  in  the  quality  in  which  they 
receive  it,  and,  where  there  is  both  real  and  personal 
estate,  taking  each,  transmissible  as  such."  In  the  pre- 
sent  case,  therefore,  it  being  impossible  to  assign  any 
limit  to  the  trustee's  discretion,  and  the  ultimate  limitations 
in  the  will  giving  the  property  to  the  parties  both  as  real 
and  personal,  they  must  take  it  as  it  is.  The  principle  on 
which  this  result  is  founded  is  apparent  in  other  legal  pro- 
ceedings. Upon  a  sale  of  estates  under  a  bankruptcy,  the 
property  paying  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound,  and  the 
bankrupt  being  dead,  a  question  arises  as  to  the  disposal 
of  the  surplus ;  and  the  decree  is,  that  so  much  of  the 
real  property  as  was  converted  in  the  lifetime  of  the  bank- 
rupt is  personal,  and  so  much  as  was  converted  after  his 
death  is  real :  Banks  v.  Scoti  (a).  So  upon  a  mortgage 
with  a  power  of  sale  reserving  the  residue  to  the  mort- 
gagor, his  executors,  and  administrators,  if  the  sale  takes 
place  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mortgagor  the  surplus  is  per- 
sonal estate,  if  after  his  death,  it  is  real  estate  :  Wright  v. 
Rose  (b).  The  general  principle  is,  that  where  an  option 
of  sale  and  conversion  is  given  to  a  third  person,  it  de- 
pends on  the  exercise  or  non-exercise  of  that  option,  or 
on  the  period  at  which  it  is  exercised,  what  are  the  rights 
of  the  parties  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  sale. 

(a)  5  Mad.  493.  '  (6)  2  S.  &  S.  aSS. 
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Upon  the  question  how  far  the  trustee's  discretion  has  1B37* 
been  affected  by  the  proceedings  in  this  suit,  the  case  of 
Jessopp  y.  Watson  {a),  is  in  point  There  the  Master  had 
reported  against  the  sale  of  the  real  estate ;  yet  it  was 
not  considered  that  that  report  in  any  way  affected  the 
question  of  conversion ;  on  the  contrary,  the  Court  ulti- 
mately held  that  the  real  estate  descended  to  the  heir  as 
personalty.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  Seymour,  by  sub- 
mitting to  the  order  in  this  cause,  has  not  renounced  the 
option  which  has  been  given  to  him  by  the  testatrix.  It 
may  be  admitted  that  this  is  a  trust  which  ought  to  be 
looked  at  with  jealousy;  and,  perhaps,  the  Court  may  de- 
termine this  case  upon  that  view  of  the  subject.  It  is  not, 
however,  for  the  Court  to  control  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion by  a  trustee  who  had  the  confidence  of  the  testatrix, 
unless  any  thing  which  appears  in  the  cause  gives  strong 
reason  for  altering  that  discretion. 

Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Crown. — The  option  here  given  to 
the  trustee  was  only  as  to  the  time  and  occasion  of  selling ; 
he  has  not  an  arbitrary  power  given  him  to  deal  with  the 
property  as  he  pleases.  In  a  case  in  which  leaseholds  had 
been  bequeathed  to  trustees  with  power  to  renew,  and  the 
trustees  having  neglected  to  renew,  rested  their  justifica- 
tion on  the  discretion  which  had  been  given  them  by  the 
will,  Sir  John  Leach  held  that  they  were  bound  to  exer- 
cise a  sound  and  not  a  capricious  discretion  on  the  subject. 
The  decree  of  discretion  is  to  be  measured  with  reference 
to  the  purpose,  and  perhaps  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
perty concerned. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  H.  E.  Sharpe,  for  the  legatees  and 
personal  representatives  of  some  of  the  residuary  devisees. 
—It  is  not  disputed  that  where  the  option  of  converting 

(a)  1  M.  &  K.  670. 
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property  is  left  to  the  pergonal  discretion  of  the  trustee,  if 
he  does  not  exercise  that  option,  the  Court  will  not  exer- 
cise it  fur  him ;  but  this  is  not  tliat  case.  No  one  can 
read  the  will,  and  say  that  Seymour  has  the  right  to  con- 
tinue the  property  as  real  estate,  and  that  it  depends  on 
bis  i^i'ili  and  pleasure  whether  it  shall  be  converted  into 
personalty  or  not.  The  testatrix  only  meant  to  say,  that 
as  there  were  circumstances  affecting  its  value  with  refer- 
ence to  the  time  of  sale,  she  left  the  time  of  sale  to  the 
trustee's  discretion.  If  she  had  not  done  so,  the  property 
must  have  been  sold  immediately;  the  rule  being,  that 
where  lands  are  devised  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  divided 
among  several  persons,  none  of  them  can  elect  to  take  the 
land  instead  of  money,  if  one  desires  a  sale:  Deeih  v. 
Hale  («)• 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  trustee  had  a  complete  dis- 
cretion to  sell  or  not  to  sell.  The  question  now  raised  has 
often  been  discussed.  In  Walker  v.  Denne  (6),  the  trus- 
tee had  an  option  to  constitute  the  property  either  real  or 
personal.  He  was  to  lay  out  the  money  either  in  freehold 
or  leasehold  lands.  It  did  not  appear  that  this  option, 
which  was  strictly  a  personal  authority,  had  ever  been  ex- 
ercised, either  one  way  or  the  other.  The  time  arrived  at 
which  something  was  to  be  done,  and  the  Court  said,  that 
as  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  if  the  option  had  been 
exercised,  the  property  would  have  been  made  realty,  it 
must  remain  as  it  was.  That  case  likewise  turned  upon 
other  points,  which  were  alone  sufficient  to  support  the 
decision.  No  doubt,  where  the  purpose  for  which  the 
testator  directs  the  sale  fails  altogether,  the  property  re- 
sults to  the  heir-at-law  as  realty ;  but  where  the  purpose 
only  partially  fails,  there,  notwithstanding  express  words 
of  option  given  by  the  will,  the  conversion  must  take  place. 
Cole  V.  Wade  (c)  was,  upon  the  terms  of  the  will,  a  case  of 

(a)  2  Molloy,  317.  (h)  2  Vcs.  170.  (c)  16  Ve».  27- 
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absolute  option.     There  was  no  occasion,  for  any  tiling         1837. 
that  appeared  on  the  will,  for  the  trustee  to  sell  at  all; 
yet  the  object  of  the  testator  having  only  partially  failed,  v. 

the  Court  directed  a  sale.  The  Court,  in  these  cases,  acts 
upon  the  principle  of  convenience  stated  by  Sir  John  Leach 
in  Smith  v.  Claxton  (a),  namely,  that  where  the  obvious 
purpose  is  that  there  should  be  a  sale  for  convenience  of 
division  amongst  the  devisees,  there,  unless  that  purpose 
entirely  fail,  a  sale  must  take  place.  Here,  the  purpose 
of  the  testator  was  to  divide  the  property,  when  sold, 
amongst  a  number  of  individuals;  and  although  one  has 
died,  and  his  share  has  consequently  lapsed,  the  other 
parties  are  entitled.  The  purposes  of  the  testator  have 
only  partially  failed,  and  the  case  comes  within  the  prin- 
ciple laid  down  by  Sir  John  Leach,  Wright  v.  Wright  (6), 
Doughty  V.  Bull  (c),  Fletcher  v.  Ashburner  (rf),  Kirkman 
V.  Miles  (e).  Another  circumstance  is,  that  the  Court  has 
already  decided  in  what  state  the  property  ought  to  be, 
by  making  the  order  for  sale  of  1831.  If  the  property 
had  been  actually  sold,  the  present  discussion  could  not 
have  arisen ;  and  will  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  ven- 
dor could  not  make  a  good  title  affect  the  ultimate  judg- 
ment of  the  Court?  [Alderson,  B. — The  sale  by  the 
Court,  if  it  had  taken  place,  would  have  been  a  sale  by 
the  trustee.  Suppose  there  was  an  imperfect  attempt  at  a 
sale,  was  it  any  thing  more  than  an  imperfect  attempt  by 
the  trustee  himself?  You  use  the  authority  of  the  Court 
as  construing  the  will  itself,  but  you  do  not  know  that  it 
was  before  the  Court.]  At  all  events,  Kirkman  v.  Miles, 
and  other  cases,  are  authorities  to  shew  that,  primdjacief 
the  property  in  these  cases  is  to  be  declared  in  the  state 
in  which  it  ought  to  be,  and  not  in  the  state  in  which  it 


(a)  4  Madd.  484.  {d)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  497- 

(b)  16  Ves.  188.  (0  13  Ves.  338. 

(c)  2  P.  W.  320. 
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1837-         was  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.     At  this  moment, 
'    "       in  order  to  do  what  the  testatrix  intended^  the  property 

I;  OLLBi 

V-  should  be  converted ;  and  your  Lordship  is  called  upon 

to  hold  it  vested^  as  it  ought  to  be,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  will.  It  is  clear  that  she  could  not  have  intended  to 
give  the  trustee  the  unreasonable  power  contended  for  on 
the  other  side.  If  such  was  her  intention^  she  should  have 
expressed  it  in  unequivocal  terms.  She  could  not  have 
intended  to  give  him  power  to  8ay»  that  a  part  only  of  the 
individuals  named  in  the  will  should  ha^Ve  the  benefit  of  it 
On  the  ground  of  hardship  alone»  it  is  almost  conclusive 
that  she  could  not  mean  this. 

Mr.  SiuarU  in  reply. — The  plaintiff  does  not  rely  merely 
on  the  discretion  given  to  the  trustee  to  sell  or  not  to  sell: 
the  testatrix  gives  him  a  general  power  of  control  over  the 
whole  estate^  using  apt  words  of  disposition,  as  well  for 
the  property  unsold,  as  for  that  which  is  sold.  To  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  right  as  heir-at-law  of  Polley,  the  cha- 
racter of  personal  estate  must  be  absolutely  and  decisively 
impressed  upon  the  property.  He  contends  that  it  is  not 
so,  and  that  the  trustee  had»  by  the  terms  of  this  will,  dis- 
cretion either  to  sell  part  or  all  of  the  estate,  or  to  retain 
part  of  it  or  not,  as  he  might  think  convenient,  when  the 
rights  of  the  parties  happened  to  accrue.  Cowley  ▼.  Harit- 
tonge  (a).  It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  the  question 
whether  the  trustee  has  waived  his  option,  by  submitting 
to  the  order  for  sale,  because  the  plaintiff's  ancestor  died 
before  that  period. 

Dec.  2UU  Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  I  have  looked  at  the  autho- 
rities, and  examined  with  care  the  will  of  the  testatrix, 
Salome  Turst.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  Pan- 
theon, which  is  of  freehold  tenure,  and  the  other  pro- 

(o)  I  Dow.  361. 
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perty  mentioned  in  her  will^  must  be  considered  as  con-         1837. 
verted  into  personal  estate  by  the  residuary  clause. 

The  principles  on  which  the  court  is  to  proceed  are 
quite  clear.  We  are  to  examine  the  whole  will,  and  to 
see  whether  the  expressed  intention  of  the  testatrix  to  be 
collected  therefrom  was,  that  this  property  should  be  con- 
verted out  and  out,  as  it  is  called ;  or  whether  it  was 
given  to  the  trustee  upon  a  trust,  either  to  sell  or  not 
to  sell,  according  as  he  in  his  discretion  might  judge 
best. 

The  testatrix,  after  giving  some  trifling  legacies,  in- 
cluded all  her  residuary  property,  real  and  personal,  in 
one  general  devise.  She  devises  it  to  a  trustee  in  trust  to 
keep,  &c.  Now  on  looking  at  this  clause,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  simple  and  natural  meaning  of  the 
words  is  in  favour  of  a  discretion  vested  in  the  trustee. 
For  he  is — first,  to  keep  and  retain  the  estate  in  the  state 
it  shall  be  in  at  her  decease ;  secondly,  if  he  does  not  do 
that,  he  is  to  sell  the  whole,  or  any  part  thereof  (which 
seems  strongly  to  point  to  a  discretionary  power)  as  he 
shall  think  expedient,  and  when  he  shall  think  expedient, 
in  such  lots  as  he  shall  think  best.  The  will  then  pro- 
vides that  the  proceeds  of  what  is  sold,  together  with  the 
personalty,  shall  be  vested  in  the  trustee's  name,  jointly 
with  those  of  two  of  the  residuary  legatees,  and  gives  the 
trustee  the  power  of  changing  the  stocks  in  which  the  mo- 
ney should  be  invested  ;  but  still  confining  such  power  to 
stocks  of  a  similar  description.  The  will  then — after  provid- 
ing that  out  of  the  fund,  (consisting  both  of  the  rents  of  so 
much  of  the  property  as  should  remain  actually  unconvert- 
ed and  the  then  annual  profits  of  the  personal  estate  and 
parts  of  the  real  estates  converted),  certain  annuities  should 
be  paid,  which,  in  case  of  insufficiency,  were  to  abate  pro- 
portionally— ^gives  the  whole  residuary  fund  to  certain 
persons,  amongst  whom  the  trustee  is  included,  in  equal 
shares.   This  clause  contains  words  applicable  both  to  the 
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property  in  its  converted  and  unconverted  state,  and 
speaks  of  the  "respective  heirs"  as  well  as  the  personal  re- 
presentatives of  the  residuary  legatees — in  fact,  directing 
that  the  residuary  property  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees 
shall  go  to  them,  their  heirs  or  executors,  according  to  the 
different  natures  and  qualities  thereof.  This,  therefore, 
very  materially  increases  the  probabiKty  of  the  conclusion 
that  the  testatrix  intended  the  trustee  to  have  a  discre- 
tion, for  she  seems  here  to  contemplate  the  probability 
that  he  would  use  it,  and  to  have  employed  apt  words  to 
provide  for  such  a  contingency.  There  is  an  additional 
expression  in  the  will  which  leads  to  the  same  result.  The 
testatrix,  speaking  of  the  trust,  uses  these  words  :  "  And 
for  facilitating  such  sale  and  sales  as  are  by  me  herein- 
before authorized  to  be  made  of  my  real  and  personal 
estate,**  &c.  The  word  "  authorized"  is  more  applicable 
to  a  discretionary  power  than  to  an  order  and  direction  on 
her  part. 

There  are  difficulties,  no  doubt,  on  the  other  side,  but 
they  rather  arise  out  of  the  nature  of  the  devise  being  of 
portions  of  one  general  residuary  fund,  consisting  both  of 
real  and  personal  estate^  and  of  the  double  situation  of 
Mr.  Seymour  as  trustee  and  one  of  the  legatees,  than  out 
of  the  words  of  the  will,  as  used  by  the  testatrix.  It  is 
safer  in  such  cases  to  be  governed  by  the  words  of  the 
will,  and,  if  possible,  to  give  to  each  and  to  all  of  them  their 
natural  and  simple  meaning.  Indeed,  I  think  that  the 
decision  of  Sir  William  Grant  in  Brown  v.  Bigg  (a),  on 
words  not  very  dissimilar,  is  in  point  on  the  present  occa- 
sion. There  the  testator  ordered  and  empowered  his  wife, 
in  case  she  chose  so  to  do,  with  the  advice  of  W.  R.,  to 
sell  the  Gransden  estates,  stating  that  she  would  pro- 
bably not  desire  to  live  there.  It  was  contended  that 
this   amounted    to   a   conversion  out   and   out;    but    Sir 


(c)  7  Ves.  279. 
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William  Grant  lield  the  contrary,  deciding  that  the  pro- 
perty only  became  personal  estate  upon  the  sale  by  the 
ividow  under  the  powers  contained  in  the  will.  That  is  the 
view  I  take  of  this  will.  It  seems  to  me,  that  here  the 
testatrix  has  bequeathed  her  real  estate  to  the  trustee,  with 
a  discretion  to  sell  or  not  to  sell  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
it ;  and,  consequently,  that  until  he  exercises  that  discre- 
tion, the  property  remains  in  the  state  it  was  at  the  time 
of  her  death. 

Then,  have  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  this  court 
made  any  difference?  In  1820,  the  bill  was  filed.  The 
trustee  then  submitted  to  act  as  directed  by  the  Court. 
After  various  references,  the  Court  directed  a  sale,  but 
no  such  sale  has  taken  place ;  and  the  last  report  of  the 
Master  is  against  any  sale,  it  being  in  his  judgment  expe*« 
dient  for  all  parties,  that  the  property  should  remain  in 
Its  present  state.  I  think  this  leaves  the  case  as  it  stood 
under  the  will. 

Decree  accordingly. 


1837. 


POLLEY 
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Seymour. 


DOMVJLLE  V,  BeRRINGTON. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  of  foreclosure,   and  the   estate  had 
been  sold  before  the  Master  in  lots. 

Mr.  Coleridge,  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagee,  now  moved 
to  open  the  biddings  for  one  of  the  lots,  and  that  the  mort- 
gagee might  be  at  liberty  to  bid  at  the  sale.  He  stated 
that  the  lot  had  been  sold  for  7,300/.,  and  that  the  pro- 
posed advance  was  365/.,  being  5/.  per  cent,  upon  the  ori- 
ginal purchase  money.  He  likewise  submitted,  that  as 
the  lot  had  been  purchased  by  a  person  who  was  under  an 
incapacity  to  buy,  namely,  the  solicitor  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties, the  sale  was  thereby  vacated^  and  this  was  conse- 
quently a  motion  of  course. 


Nov.  18M. 

Biddings  or- 
dered to  be 
opened  on  an 
advance  of  3651, 
on  7,300/.;  but 
a  mortgagee  of 
the  estate,  on 
whose  applica- 
tion the  order 
was  made,  not 
allowed  to  con- 
duct the  sale. 
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Mr.  WhiUoorthi  for  the  purchaser,  said,  that  the  pro- 
j.  posed  advance  was  not  sufficient  to  authorise  the  Court 

V.  to  open  the  biddingB :  Garsiame  ▼.  Edwards  {a).  Besides, 

the  mortgagee  ought  to  have  obtained  leave  to  bid  in  the 
first  instance,  and  if  the  Court  now  allowed  him  to  open 
the  bidding8,^he  ought,  at  all  events,  not  to  have  the  con- 
duct of  the  sale. 

Mr.  Girdlesione,  for  a  subsequent  incumbrancer,  made 
no  objection  to  the  biddings  being  opened,  but  objected 
to  the  mortgagee  having  the  conduct  of  the  sale,  inasmuch 
as  he  had  no  interest  in  making  the  most  of  the  estate  for 
the  rest  of  the  creditors. 

Mr.  Stinian,  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Coleridge,  in  reply,  said,  that  the  sale  being  before 
the  Master,  was  a  sufficient  protection  to  the  creditors. 
Upon  the  objection  as  to  the  amount  of  the  proposed 
advance,  he  cited  Lawrence  v.  HaUiday  (6). 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — The  estate  having  been 
sold  the  mortgagee^now  comes  here  for  a  re-sale,  and  for 
leave  to  bid.  In  opposition  to  this  it  is  said  that  he  ought 
not  to  be  both  buyer  and  seller.  I  think  there  is  rea- 
son in  that;  for  his  interest  as  mortgagee  is  safe,  al- 
though the  estate  may  not  fetch  more  than  a  certain  sum. 
Therefore,  let  the  biddings  be  opened,  but  let  the  Mas- 
ter direct  how  the  sale  should  be  conducted,  and  by  what 
solicitor. 

Order  accordingly. 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  20.  (h)  6  Sim.  296. 
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Hallt.  Clee.  Nov.2lsi. 

JLN  this  case  it  had  been  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  in  the  Court 
an  account  of  the  titheable  matters  and  things  mentioned  commitsionen 
in  the  bill,  and  a  commission  had  issued  to  examine  wit-  fo'the  examina- 

'  tion  of  witnesscf 

nesses  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  account.     The  de-  ia  aid  of  the 
fendants  had  declined  to  examine  witnesses,  but  a  com-  before  the 
missioner  had  been  appointed  on  their  behalf  to  watch  J£^^^^ 
the  proceedings.  ^^  *^^^  ^ 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
that  the  depositions  taken  under  the  commission  might  be 
suppressed.  The  motion  was  supported  by  affidavits  al- 
leging various  acts  of  impropriety  against  the  commission- 
ers, and  stating,  amongst  other  things,  that,  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  Court,  the  commissioners  had  not  been 
sworn  to  secrecy ;  that  the  defendants  had  been  misled  by 
their  ignorance  of  the  practice  in  that  respect,  and  that 
their  interest  had  been  greatly  prejudiced  thereby. 

Mr.  Younge,  for  the  motion,  admitted  that  it  is  the 
practice,  in  the  Exchequer,  not  to  swear  commissioners  to 
secrecy  after  a  decree,  and  he  referred  to  Fowl.  Prac. 
vol.  2,  p.  240,  where  the  form  of  the  commission  is  given ; 
but  he  contended  against  the  propriety  of  the  practice. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Bet/tell  conird,  relied  on  the 
practice  of  the  Court. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment 
on  the  motion  said,  that,  if  before  the  decree  had  passed 
or  the  commission  had  issued,  a  motion  had  been  made 
with  a  view  to  alter  the  practice  of  the  Court  in  this  par- 
ticular, it  might  have  been  ground  for  making  a  general 
order  upon  the  subject ;  but,  under  existing  circumstances, 
he  could  not  accede  to  the  application. 

Motion  refused. 
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1837. 
,^     ,„,.  Wilkinson  v.  Torkington. 

Where  a  bill  -I^N  May,  1828,  J.  C.  Wilkinson,  as  rector  of  the  united 
fofthr^pS^c  parishes  of  All  Saints  and  St.  Peter's,  Stamford,  in  the 
performance  of    countv  of  Lincoln^  by  means  of  William  Banks^  his  autho- 

an  agreement         ,  .  •  .  .  i      i 

to  grant  a  lease,  rized  agent,  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the 
accoun'tofar-  defendants  for  a  lease  to  them  of  all  the  tithes  and  com- 
reartofrent       positions  for  tithes  within  those   parishes,  for  the  term  of 

on  the  footmg       ^  ^  ^  ^  '  ^ 

of  the  agree-  nine  years,  commencing  from  the  5th  of  April,  18:^8,  at 
term  Vor" which  and  Under  the  yearly  rent  of  370/.  Under  this  agreement 
the  lease  was  ^j^g  defendants  entered  into  possession  of  the  tithes,  and 
had  expired  paid  the  Stipulated  rent  for  several  successive  years,  till  it 
hearing  of  the  was  abated  by  the  deduction  of  an  annual  sum  of  30/. 
5hai*thTpiainl  '^'^®  rent,  notwithstanding  this  deduction,  having  after- 
tiff  having  a  wards  become  in  arrear,Wilkinson,  in  July,  1834',  brought 

substantial  ^  ^  »  .^ »  »  o 

right  to  relief,  his  action  upon  the  agreement  against  the  defendants,  to 

a  decree  for  an  which  they  pleaded  that  it  was  not  under  seal,  and  there- 

!I"ea "s!  af-'*"*  fore  void  of  law.  Wilkinson  then,  in  February,  1830,  filed 

though,  under  the  present  bill,  praying  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 

the  circum-  _ 

stances,  speciSc    agreement,  and  for  an  account  and  payment  of  the  arrears 

performance  of     ^f«-_. 
the  agreement       "'  ^^"'* 

could  not  be  ^he   defendants,  by  their   answer,  did  not   deny  that 

granted. 

arrears  of  rent  were  due,  but  insisted  that,  according  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  agreement,  certain 
deductions  and  abatements  were  to  be  made  to  them, 
which  Wilkinson  had  refused  to  make.  It  did  not,  how- 
ever, appear  upon  the  face  of  the  agreement,  that  they 
had  any  authority  for  this  statement.  They  also  insisted 
generally  that  Wilkinson  had  no  remedy  in  equity,  and 
was  not  entitled  to  have  the  agreement  specifically  per- 
formed. 

In  November,  1836,  Wilkinson  died,  having  by  his 
will  appointed  the  present  plaintiff  his  sole  executor.  The 
suit  was  revived  by  the  present  plaintiff  in  January,  1837, 
but  the  cause  did  not  come  on  for  hearing  till  the  term 
granted  by  the  agreement  had  expired. 
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Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Ellison,  for  the  plaintiffs.  The         1837. 
defendants  mean  to  insist^  that  because  the  term  originally     wilkinsom 
stipulated  for  under  the  agreement  has  expired  before    „       «'• 

11.  ....  TORKINOTON. 

the  hearing,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  decree  pay- 
ment of  the  arrears,  or  a  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  where  the  Court 
would  originally  have  had  jurisdiction  to  decree  the  specific 
performance  of  an  agreement,  if  any  portion  of  it  remains 
unperformed  at  the  hearing,  the  Court  has  also  jurisdic- 
tion to  decree  what  remains  unperformed.  Even  where 
the  original  subject-matter  has  been  destroyed  by  the  act 
of  God,  the  Court  has  decreed  a  specific  performance : 
Cass  V.  Rudele  (o),  Payne  v.  Mellor  (6),  Mortimer  v. 
Capper  (c),  Jackson  v.  Lever  (rf).  These  cases  were  all 
cited  and  commented  upon  by  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Kenney 
V.  Wexham  {e).  There  the  annuity,  which  was  the  consi- 
deration of  the  contract,  had  expired,  and  yet  a  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  was  decreed.  The  case  of 
Nesbitt  V.  Meyer  {/),  which  will  be  cited  on  the  other 
side,  is  not,  when  examined,  at  variance  with  these  autho- 
rities. In  fact,  notwithstanding  the  language  of  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer  in  that  case,  he  avoided  "deciding  the 
express  point  now  in  issue.. 

Mr.  Tmss  and  Mr.  Hayier,  for  the  defendants. — The 
defendants  rely  on  Nesbitt  v.  Meyer  (g),  and  a  series  of 
decisions  which  have  been  pronounced  in  conformity  with 
that  case.  The  authorities  which  have  been  cited  for  the 
plaintiff  are  all  cases  of  accident,  the  loss  having  been 
occasioned  by  fire^  earthquake,  &c.  This  is  simply  a  case 
of  efflux  of  time.  The  original  plaintiff  should  have  come 
here  earlier,  knowing  as  he  did  the  extent  of  his  lease. 

(fl)  2  Vera.  280.  (d)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  604. 

(b)  6  Ves.  349  {e)  6  Madd.  356. 

(c)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  166.  (/)  1  Swanst.  223, 
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1837.        It  is  said  that  the  point  now  raised  was  not  specifically 
„,    ^  decided  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer.    Admitting  that  to  be 

V.  sOj  the  language  of  his  Honour  is  sufficiently  explicit^ 

and  he  refers  to  a  case  of  Weston  v.  Pimm  (a),  where  it 
was  held  clearly  that  in  a  suit  instituted  for  the  specific 
execution  of  an  agreement  to  grant  a  lease,  the  determiDa- 
tion  of  the  term  before  the  hearing  was  a  bar  to  the  relief. 
[^Alderson,  B. — In  that  case  the  party  put  an  end  to  the 
agreement  before  he  brought  his  bill.  How  then  could 
he  afterwards  ask  for  the  specific  performance  of  it?]  In 
Hoyle  V.  lAvesey  {b\  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  advanced 
a  cause  out  of  its  turn  in  order  to  prevent  such  a  result. 
That  shews  that  he  thought  the  objection  tenable.  [Al* 
derson,  B. — ^That  must  have  been  done  pro  nuyori  cau' 
teld,  though  I  cannot  aee  how  the  delay  of  the  Court 
should  operate  in  such  a  case.  The  moment  the  bill  is 
filed  the  rights  of  the  parties  remain  fixed,  or  ought  so 
to  do.  I  cannot  accede  to  the  doctrine  in  Nesbiii  v. 
Meyer*  How  can  the  constitution  of  the  Court  alter 
the  rights  of  the  parties  ?]  The  term  having  expired,  the 
on\y  grounds  for  coming  into  a  court  of  equity  are  at  an 
end.  The  plaintiff's  right  is  already  aa  complete  at  Uw,  as 
the  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  couU  make  it.  He  had 
originally  no  absolute  and  abstract  right  in  equity,  but 
only  a  right  to  have  his  absolute  right  enforced  at  law. 
He  has  no  right  of  that  sort  now^  but  he  still  has  his 
remedy  by  assumpsit.  Besides,  independently  of  all  other 
considerations,  the  plaintiff*  omitted  to  use  due  diligence 
in  bis  application  to  the  extraordinary  jurisdictiom  of  the 
Court  The  time  which  elapsed  between  the  agreement 
and  the  filing  of  the  bill  is  in  itself  sufficient  ground  for 
refusing  this  relief:  Watson  v.  Reid  (c).  Heath  v.  Heih 
ley  {d).     lAlderson,  B. — It  is  laid   down  in   Crojion  r. 

(a)  I  Swanst.  225 ;  3  Yes.  &  B.  (c)  1  Russ.  &  M.  236, 
197.  Crf)  1  Ca.  Ch.  20. 

(b)  1  Mcr.  381. 
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Ormsby  (a)^  that  resting  on  a  mere  equitable  title  does  not         1837' 
make  a  party  guilty  of  laches^  so  as  to  bar  him  of  relief.]     L.     " 

mi  1  1        f  «  1  Wilkinson 

The  party  here  has  his  remedy  at  law.  v. 

TORKINGTONp 

Mr.  SimpkiMMi  in  reply,  was  slopped  by  the  Court., 

AldbrsoKi  B* — It  appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  \% 
entitled  to  a  decree*  The  question  iS|  whether^  at  the. 
time  this  suit  was  commenced^  the  original  plaintiff  had  a 
substantial  right  to  haT6  the  agreement  specifically  per^^ 
formed ;  and,  if  he  had,  whether  the  consequences  arising 
from  lapse  of  time  in  this  case  ought  to  prevent  the  Court 
from  granting  him  such  part  of  the  relief  which  he  seeks 
as  is  capable  of  being  granted.  The  cases  which  have, 
been  cited  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  are  distinguishable 
from  the  present.  In  Weston  v.  Pimm  the  party^  by  hi» 
own  act,  deprived  the  Court  of  the  possibiHty  of  granting 
hun  substantial  relief,  and  the  Court  therefore  hdd  that  it 
would  be  nugatory  to  make  any  decree  in  his  favour* 
Nesbitt  V.  Meyer  may,  perhaps,  be  supported  upon  si- 
milar grounds.  Here,  when  the  party  came  ihto  Courts 
be  came  entitled  (o  the  specific  performance  of  his  agrees 
ment  for  the  residue  of  the  term,  and  to  an  account  on 
the  footing  of  the  agreement.  It  is  true  that  lapse  of 
time  has  taken  away  part  of  the  subject-«iatter  of  the 
agreement,  namely,  the  lease,  but  not  the  substantial  part, 
which  is  the  account.  Therefore,  seeing  that  the  party  was 
entitled  to  the  specific  performance  of  his  agreement  when 
he  came  into  Court,  and  that  his  subsequent  acts  and  lapse 
of  time  have  taken  away  no  ground  of  substantial  relief,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree  for 
an  account. 

Decree  accordingly. 

(a)  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  603. 
B  B  B  ^ 


Dec.  lUh. 
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Thorpe  v.  Gartsidb. 

In  a  suit  in-  -I-  HE  bill  WES  filed  by  certain  equitable  mortgagees  of 
r*uhabie  mori-  *^®  cstates  of  John  Gartside,  deceased^  against  the  trus- 
gagee  for  the      tees,  who  Were  also  executors,  under  his  will,  his  heir-at- 

enforcement  of     .  •    ^  ^    j  •     i- 

his  security,  the  law,  and  his  younger  children,  who  were  interested  in  his 
h^TiSiowed  by^  real  estates  under  the  will,  praying  an  account  and  pay- 
the  decree  six     ment  of  what  miffht  be  found  due  under  the  mortcrace 

monthatore-  .  °  i  rwi 

deem.  securities^  or  that  the  estates  might  be  sold.     The  ques- 

tion wasj  whether  the  estates  should  be  sold  immediately, 
or  six  months  should  be  given  to  the  representatives  of 
the  mortgagor  to  redeem. 

Mr.  Sitnpiinson  and  Mr.  Bacon  for  the  plaintifT,  ob- 
served that  the  authorities  upon  this  point  were  conflicting. 
In  Bailey  v.  Gould  (a),  and  Pain  v.  Smith  (6),  an  imme- 
diate sale  was  decreed.  In  Brocklehurst  v.  Jessop  (c),  it 
did  not  appear  from  the  report  what  direction  was  given 
upon  this  head.  On  the  other  had,  in  Parker  v.  House- 
Jield(jd)^  and  Miller  v.  Woods  (e),  six  months  were  given 
to  the  mortgagee  to  redeem.  All  the  authorities  go  to  the 
extent  that  if  the  equitable  mortgagee  proceeds  against 
the  representatives  of  the  mortgagor  he  is  entitled  to  a 
sale.     The  only  question  is  as  to  the  time  of  sale. 

Alderson,  B. — I  think  the  weight  of  authority  is  in 
favour  of  giving  the  six  months. 

Decree  accordingly. 

(a)  In  Ezcheq.,  June,  1830.  (d)  2  M.  &  K.  419. 

(6)  2M.&K.417.  (0  I  Keen,  16. 

(c)  7  Sim.  438. 
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Garner  v.  Hughes,  (a)  j^^^  p^^^ 

JL  HE  decree  in  the  case  of  Hughes  v.  Garner,  reported  j^^^y  j,^^  1333, 
ante  p.  328,  having  been  appealed  from,  upon  the  appeal 
coming  on  for  hearing  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  counsel 
on  both  sides,  on  the  suggestion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
agreed  to  an  issue  to  try  whether  Henry  Rumsey  Williams 
did,  in  July  1815,  shew  to  John  Evans  the  settlement  of 
June^  1795,  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  &c.  &c.,  in  the 
words  of  WiHiams's  depositions. 

With  an  alteration  to  that  effect  in  the  decree,  the  cause 
was  remitted  to  the  court  below. 

(a)  From  Mr.  Finnelly^s  note. 
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ABSTRACT  OF  TITLE. 
See  Vbndoe  axd  Pubouaub. 

ACCOUNT. 
See  Abbitratiok,  1. 

Attobney  and  Cubht,  4. 

MoBTOAflOR  AMD   MoBTGAOBE, 

1,2,3. 
Plea  and  Plbadino,  3,  4,  5, 
6,  7. 

1.  If  A.,  a  tnerchant  in  England, 
guarantee  the  payment  of  all  pur< 
chases  made  by  B.,  b  Factor  in  Eng- 
land, for  C.,a  merchant  abroad,  (ub- 
ject  to  the  approval  of  X.,  an  agent 
ofC,  A.,  being  simply  the  paymaster 
or  guarantor  for  C,  can  maintain  no 
bill  for  an  acconnt  againit  B.,  unleM 
be  state  a  case  of  coUnsion  bettreen 
B.  and  X.     Dartkez  v.  Lee,  6 

2.  A  party  who  has  once  admitted 
an  account  delivered  to  be  correct, 
caniwt  atWrwards  file  b  bill  to  have 
the  account  taken  in  equity  upon  tbe 
tnere  allegation  that  he  bad  no  means 
of  ascertaining  that  the  account  (o 
deiivered  was  correct,  without  charg- 
ing specific  acts  of  fraud  against  the 
defendant;  and  it  h  not  necessarily 
an  all^atioB  of  fraud  to  say,  that  the 
accounting  party  agreed  to  deliver  up 
certain  cliaitels  demanded  by  tlw 
other,  upon  condilioa  «l  having  Us 


allured  balance  admittecl  ud  paid. 
Ibid. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Pbactics,  S. 

AGENT.      ' 
See  Pkixcipal  and  AOXnt. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Arbitration. 

coniract. 

Fhaddolskt  Coittbact, 
Where  a  bill  had  been  filed  for  tbe 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
to  grant  a  lease,  and  for  an  account  of 
arrears  of  rent  on  the  footing  of  the 
agreement,  and  the  term  for  which 
the  lease  was  to  be  granted  had  ex- 
pired before  the  hearing  of  the  canae; 
— Held,  that  the  plaintiff  having  a 
substantial  right  to  relief,  wai  eoti- 
lled  to  a  decree  for  an  account  of  d^ 
arrears,  although,  under  the  ciretuni 
stances,  specific  performance  of  the 
Bgreement  could  not  be  granted.  Jfit- 
kituon  V.  Torkington,  726 

AMENDED  BILI.. 
Set  Dehobbbb. 

AMENDMENT. 
See  Plsa  avp  Pabadins,  If,  It^tft. 
Pbacticb,  1, 16,81, 
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ANNUITY. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee,  1 ,  4. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  4. 

1.  The  54th  and  56th  sections  of 
■tat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  1 6,  are  not  confined 
to  mere  personal  obligations  by  the 
surety,  but  are  applicable  to  cases 
where  the  property  of  the  surety  is 
assigned  as  a  collateral  security  for 
the  debt  of  the  principal.  Maher  v. 
Hohhs,  317 

2.  Where  the  whole  consideration 
money  is  paid  to  the  grantor  of  an 
annuity,  and  out  of  that  money  the 
attorney  immediately  receives  from 
the  grantor  the  amount  of  his  bill  of 
costs,  this  is  not  an  illegal  retainer 
within  tlie  Annuity  Acts.  Ibid, 

ANSWER. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  1,  14,  18. 
Practice,  1,  2,  4,  6,  14. 

APPOINTMENT. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee,  4. 
Lien,  2. 

By  fine  and  settlement  made  af- 
ter marriage,  certain  lands,  of  which 
the  wife  was  seised  in  fee  before  the 
marriage,  were  conveyed  to  her  se- 
parate use  for  life,  or  to  the  use  of 
such  person  or  persons  as  she,  not- 
withstanding her  coverture,  should 
appoint;  with  remainder,  in  default 
of  appointment,  in  trust  for  herself 
for  life,  or  to  her  two  daughters  in 
fee.  The  wife  afterwards  joined  with 
her  husband  in  the  deposit  of  the  title 
deeds  of  the  premises,  by  way  of 
equitable  mortgage,  for  securing  the 
repayment  of  the  husband's  debts : — 
Held^  that  the  deed  of  settlement  gave 
the  wife  no  power  of  appointing  in 
fee,  and  that  the  mortgagee  had  no 
claim  upon  the  estate  as  against  the 
two  daughters.  Lewthwaite  v.  Clark- 
ion,  -     .  372 


ARBITRATION. 
See  Statute  of  Limitations,  1. 

1.  Although  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  in  general  decree  the  specific  per- 
formance of  an  agreement  to  refer  to 
arbitration,  or,  on  the  death  of  an 
arbitrator,  substitute  the  Master  for 
the  arbitrator,  yet,  where  matters  of 
account  have  been  referred  to  arbi- 
tration, which  fails  by  the  death  of 
the  arbitrator,  a  party  who  refuses  to 
supply  the  defect,  by  naming  a  new 
arbitrator,  will  receive  no  relief  from 
a  court  of  equity,  except  upon  the 
terms  of  his  doing  equity  ;  and  those 
terms  may  consist  in  his  consenting 
to  the  accounts  being  taken  by  the 
Master.  Cheslyn  v.  Dalby,  et  e  con- 
tra,  170 

2.  Where  a  verdict  is  taken,  sub- 
ject to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  debt,  a  court  of 
law  will,  under  circumstances,  compel 
the  appointment  of  a  fresh  arbitrator, 
but  not  where  the  verdict  is  taken 
subject  to  arbitration  generally.  Ibid. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

A  father  assigned  certain  leasehold 
premises  to  a  trustee,  in  trust  for  his 
son  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of 
21  years,  and  in  the  mean  time  to 
stand  possessed  thereof  in  trust,  to 
collect  and  receive  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits thereof,  as  and  when  the  same 
should  become  payable,  and  there- 
upon to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of 
the  same  for  and  towards  the  main- 
tenance, education,  clothing,  and  sup- 
port of  the  said  son  during  his  mino- 
rity ;  and,  upon  his  attaining  the  age 
of  21  years,  upon  trust  to  assign  the 
said  premises,  together  with  the  lease 
and  the  accumulations  of  rents,  unto 
the  said  son,  his  executors,  &c.,  for 
the  remainder  of  the  term: — Held, 
that  the  son  took  a  vested  interest  in 
the  lease,  and  that,  upon  his  death 


ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 


BANK  OF  ENGLAND.   735 


under  21,  it  passed  to  his  personal 
representative.      Stephens  v.  Frost, 

302 
ASSUMPSIT. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  23. 

ATTACHMENT. 

See  Practice. 

ATTORNEY. 

See  Attorney  and  Client. 

Scandal  and  Impertinence,  2, 
3. 

ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 

See  Mortoaoor  and  Mortgagee,  3. 

1.  C.  for  many  years  employed  D. 
as  his  attorney,  and  in  the  course  of 
those  years  became  largely  indebted 
to  D.  for  business  done  and  money 
lent.  From  time  to  time  D.  delivered 
accounts  to  C,  but  received  no  pay- 
ments of  any  considerable  amount 
from  his  client.  C.  afterwards  em- 
ployed other  attornies.  Ultimately, 
C.  being  threatened  with  an  execution 
by  a  judgment  creditor,  applied  to  D. 
for  his  assistance,  who  procured  the 
money  for  him  by  way  of  mortgage, 
but  stipulated  that  the  mortgage 
should  stand  as  a  security  for  his  own 
debt,  as  well  as  the  judgment  debt. 
C.  having  assented  to  this  arrange- 
ment, executed  the  mortgage  deed, 
and  also  a  deed  of  trust  of  even  date, 
which  was  prepared  jointly  by  D.  and 
the  other  attornies  of  C,  by  which  it 
was  agreed  that  the  mortgage  should 
stand  as  a  security  for  the  amount  of 
D.'s  debt,  to  be  settled  by  arbitration, 
and  that  in  such  settlement  no  preju- 
dice should  arise  to  D.  by  reason  of  the 
lapse  of  time : — Held,  that  this  trans- 
action did  not  amount  to  the  receiving 
of  a  gratuity  by  an  attorney  from  his 
client,  and  consequently,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  fraud,  was  sustainable  in 
a  court  of  equity.     Cheslyn  v.  Dalhy, 

170 


2.  A  security  which  has  been  given 
to  an  attorney  by  his  client  for  a  debt 
really  due,  or  as  a  reward  for  services 
already  rendered,  will  not  be  set  aside 
in  equity.  Ibid. 

3.  Agreements  entered  into  be- 
tween an  attorney  and  his  client  for 
the  purchase  by  the  attorney,  at  an 
under  price,  of  estates  to  which  the 
client  had  good  title,  but  of  which  he 
was  not  in  possession,  set  aside  for 
fraud  and  maintenance.  Jones  v. 
Thomas,  498 

4.  Where  an  account  is  decreed  to 
be  taken  of  the  dealings  and  trans- 
actions between  an  attorney  and  his 
client,  in  the  course  of  which  the  at- 
torney has  taken  securities  from  the 
client,  the  attorney  must  not  only 
prove  the  securities,  but  likewise  the 
consideration  for  which  they  were 
given.  Therefore,  where  a  promis- 
sory note  was  given  by  the  client  to 
his  attorney  under  circumstances  of 
great  suspicion,  but  the  client  was 
unable,  for  want  of  witnesses,  to  prove 
fraud  in  the  attorney,  the  Court,  upon 
decreeing  an  account  between  the 
parties,  directed  an  inquiry  as  to 
whether  the  attorney  could  by  any, 
and  what,  affirmative  evidence,  prove 
the  consideration  for  the  note.     Ibid* 

AUCTIONEER. 
See  Practice,  9. 

BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 

See  Distringas. 

1.  S.  made  a  specific  bequest  of 
the  dividends  of  certain  stock  to  W. 
and  his  wife  for  their  lives;  the 
principal  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  them,  to  go  to  such  of 
their  children  as  should  attain  ftl ; 
and,  in  default  of  such  children,  to 
sink  into  the  residue.  Upon  the 
death  of  the  testatrix,  the  various  be« 
quests  of  the  will  were  appropriated 
to  the  respective  legatees,  and  W.  re* 
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gularly  received  his  dividends,  the 
principal  stock  still  standing  in  the 
name  of  the  testatrix*  Afterwards, 
the  wife  of  W.  died  leaving  one  child 
by  W.  In  consequence  of  this  event, 
the  executrix  of  S.,  colluding  with 
W.  and  other  interested  parties,  ap- 
plied to  the  Bank  of  England  to  have 
part  of  the  stock  transferred  to  the  re- 
siduary legatee,  upon  the  representa- 
tion  that  there  was  no  child  of  W. 
The  Bank  consented  to  transfer,  but 
took  a  bond  of  indemnity,  containing 
recitals,  from  which  it  appeared  that 
they  had  notice  of  the  will,  and  of 
the  appropriation  of  the  legacies.  The 
stock  in  question  was  transferred  to 
the  residuary  legatee,  and  ultimately 
sold  out : — Held,  that  the  Bank  were 
not  liable  for  the  misapplication  of  the 
stock.     Humhersione  v.  ChasCy     209 

ft.  The  Bank  stands  in  relation  to 
stock  as  a  depositary  of  goods  in  re* 
lation  to  the  goods.  The  Bank, 
therefore,  can  only  be  made  respon- 
sible for  a  transfer  of  stock  aAer  dis- 
tinct notice  given  to  them  of  an  ex- 
isting claim  upon  the  stock.         Ibid. 

S,  Although  the  Bank  are  bound 
to  allow  the  transfer  to  or  by  the  ex- 
ecutor of  stock  specifically  bequeath- 
ed, if  the  executor  has  not  assented 
to  the  legacy,  yet  it  does  not  follow 
that,  if  he  has  assented  to  the  legacy, 
the  Bank  are  bound  to  transfer  it  to 
the  legatee.  Ibid, 

BARON  AND  FEME. 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 

BIDDINGS. 

See  Opxking  Biddings. 

Vehdob  and  Pdrchasbr,  7. 

BILL. 

See  DxMCRBER. 

Plea  and  Pleading^. 
Practice. 

BILL  OF  DISCOVERY. 
See  Practice. 


I 


BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  14. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST. 

See  Charity,  1 ,  2,  3. 
Trustee,  4. 

BUBBLE. 
See  Fraudulent  Contract. 

CANAL  COMPANY. 

See  Construction  of  Act  of  Par- 
liament. 

CHARITY. 

1.  Testator  devised  an  estate  to 
trustees  and  their  successors,  upon 
trust  that  all  such  decayed  gentlemen 
as  could  make  it  appear  to  the  trus* 
tees  that  they  were  of  the  testator's 
name  and  family,  and  of  the  age  of 
40  years,  or  else  so  impotent  as  not 
otherwise  able  to  get  a  living,  should 
be  allowed  out  of  the  yearly  rents 
and  profits  of  the  lands  10/.  each  by 
the  year  for  their  lives,  so  far  as  the 
rents  would  extend.  At  the  time  of 
making  the  will  the  annual  rental  of 
the  estate  was  about  50/.,  but  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  information  it 
amounted  to  about  500/. : — Held^ 
that  this  was  a  proper  case  for  a 
scheme  for  the  future  management  of 
the  charity;  and  that  in  preparing 
such  a  scheme  the  Master  was  to  con- 
sider of  the  expediency  of  increasing 
the  allowance  and  diminishing  the 
number  of  the  future  objects  of  the 
chanty,  and  ako  to  define  more  ac* 
curately  what  class  of  persons  (ex* 
eluding  all  minors)  the  testator  in- 
tended to  benefit.  Aitomey-Qeneral 
Y,  Holland,  683 

2.  Where,  upon  an  information  filed 
for  the  administration  of  a  charity 
estate,  the  case  proved  by  tke  rela- 
tors was  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court 
to  direct  a  scheme,  and  to  order  the 
legal  estate  in  the  charity  lands  to  be 
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got  in,  but  the  information  contained 
false  charges  against  the  existing  trus- 
tees of  culpable  mismanagement  and 
breaches  of  trust,  the  Court  dismissed 
the  latter  part  of  the  information, 
with  costs,  and  gave  the  relators  no 
costs  up  to  the  hearing  as  to  that  part 
of  the  information  which  was  not  dis- 
missed. Ibid, 

3.  Semblet  that  where  the  relief 
obtained  on  an  information  relative 
to  a  charity  might  have  been  obtained 
on  petition,  the  Court  will  give  no 
costs  to  the  relators  up  to  the  hearing. 

Ibid. 

4.  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  were  co- 
trustees of  a  charity  under  a  will, 
which  directed  that  one  trustee  in  ro- 
tation should  be  the  acting  trustee  for 
the  current  year,  and  keep  the  ac- 
couBts.  A.  being  the  acting  trustee 
in  a  particulaf  year,  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  other  trustees,  applied 
some  of  the  charity  funds  to  his  own 
use.  At  the  expiration  of  the  year 
A.  delivered  his  accounts  to  B.,  who 
succeeded  him  as  acting  trustee,  and 
at  the  expiration  of  that  year  B.  de- 
livered his  accounts  to  C,  who  suc- 
ceeded him  in  like  manner: — Held, 
that  D.  was  not  answerable  for  the 
breach  of  trust  committed    by    A. 

Ibid. 

CHELSEA  WATERWORKS. 

See  Persons AL  Estate. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

CHURCHWARDENS. 

I.  Under  thestat.  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12, 
lands  belonging  to  the  parish  are 
vested  in  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  parish,  as  a  corporation. 
Therefore,  where  feoffees  to  charita- 
ble uses  were  empowered  to  sell  and 
convey  their  lands  to  the  commis- 
sioners under  an  improvement  act:— 


Heldf  that  the  petition  for  the  invest- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  should 
be  presented  in  the  names  of  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
parish  in  which  the  charity  was  esta- 
blished. Ex  parte  Annealey,  $50 
2.  SembUj  that  churchwardens  and 
overseers,  having  no  corporate  seal, 
have  no  power  to  execute  a  power 
of  Attorney,  authorising  a  party  to 
continue  to  receive  the  dividends  of 
stock,  notwithstanding  fluctuations  in 
the  number  and  identity  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  corporation.  Ibid* 

CLERK  IN  COURT. 

See  Lien,  1. 

Practice,  20. 

COMMISSION    TO    EXAMINE 
WITNESSES. 

See  Practice,  18. 

CONFIRMATION. 

See  Infant,  2. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  ACT  OF 
PARLIAMENT. 

1.  The  undertakers  of  the  Aire 
and  Calder  Navigation  were  empow** 
ered  by  act  of  Parliament  to  make  a 
canal  and  a  tram-road  leading  there- 
from, and  fifteen  years  were  given 
to  them  to  complete  the  works.  At 
the  expiration  of  nearly  four  years 
from  the  passing  of  the  act,  having 
completed  part  of  the  canal,  and  hav« 
ing  marked  out  the  tram-road«  they 
gave  notice,  pursuant  to  the  act,  lo 
the  owners  of  a  certain  spot  of  hind, 
of  their  intention  to  purchase  it  for 
the  purposes  of  the  tram-road.  The 
land  owners  resisted  the  purchase,  on 
the  ground  that  the  undertakers  had 
deviated  from  the  parliamentary  line 
in  the  construction  of  the  canal: — 
Held,  that  as  the  deviation  worked  no 
injury  to  the  objectors,  and  as  the 
undertakers  did  not  admit  any  inten- 
tion to  abandon  the  original  liney  and 
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tbere  remained  ten  jears  in  which 
they  oiigbt  complete  their  works,  this 
objection  was  untenable.  Lee  t.  3/t/- 
ner,  611 

2.  Acts  of  Parliament  for  making 
canals,  rail-roads,  &c.,  are  powers 
given  by  Parliament  to  take  the  land 
of  the  different  proprietors  through 
whose  estates  the  works  are  to  pro- 
ceed. Each  proprietor,  therefore,  has 
a  right  to  have  the  power  strictly  and 
literally  carried  into  effect  as  regards 
his  own  lands,  and  also  a  right  to  re- 
quire that  no  variation  shall  be  made 
to  his  prejudice  elsewhere.  But 
where  the  act  of  Parliament  is  faith- 
fully carried  into  execution  as  re- 
gards his  lands,  he  cannot,  on  the 
mere  ground  of  a  variation  elsewhere 
which  is  not  injurious  to  himself,  and 
which  was  made  with  the  consent  of 
others,  obtain  from  a  court  of  equity 
an  injunction  to  stay  the  proceedings. 

Jbid. 
CONTEMPT. 

See  Practice,  422. 

1.  Defendant  in  contempt,  living 
within  the  rules  of  the  King's  Bench, 
ordered  to  be  committed  to  the  Fleet. 
Anonymous^  144 

2.  Where  a  defendant  had  been  in 
contempt  for  want  of  an  answer, 
through  the  mistake  of  the  Warden 
of  the  Fleet  in  refusing  to  take  the  an- 
swer, the  Court  ordered  that  the  costs 
of  the  contempt  should  be  costs  in  the 
cause ;  and,  on  failure  of  the  plaintiff 
to  take  exceptions  to  the  answer  with- 
in a  limited  time,  that  the  defendant 
should  be  discharged.  Reymer  v. 
Qunstone^  584 

CONVERSION. 

See  Personal  Estate. 
Trustee. 

COPYHOLD. 

See  Custom  of  Manor. 
Sembie^    that  copyholds  are  not 


within  the  provisioos  of  stat.  59  Geo. 
3,  c.  12,  A  mam.  552^  n. 

CORPORATION. 
See  Church wARDEira. 

COSTS. 

See  Charity,  2,  8. 
cohtempt,  2. 
Distringas. 
Lien,  1. 
Practice,  5,  7. 

Scandal  and  Ihpertikence,  1, 
2,  3. 

Where,  under  the  provisions  of  a 
railway  act,  lands  are  purchased  by 
the  company,  of  corporations,  tenants 
for  life,  &c.,  the  costs  of  an  applica- 
tion to  the  Court  to  have  the  pur- 
chase money  applied  in  the  discharge 
of  incumbrances,  will  be  directed  to 
be  paid  by  the  company,  although 
the  act  only  makes  an  express  provi- 
sion for  such  costs  in  cases  where  the 
money  is  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur- 
chase of  lands  to  be  settled  to  the  like 
uses.     Ex  parte  Tr afford,  522 

COUNSEL. 

See  Practice,  1. 

Production  ov  Deeds  and  Pa- 
pers, 4. 

COURT  ROLLS. 

See  Production  of  Deeds  and  Do- 
cuments. 

CREDITORS'  SUIT. 

See  Debtor  and  Creditor. 

Where  lands  had  been  purchased 
under  a  decree  in  a  creditors'  suit, 
the  Court,  on  the  application  of  a 
creditor  who  had  for  four  years  ac- 
quiesced in  the  purchase,  and  who  was 
not  supported  in  his  objections  by  the 
other  creditors,  refused  to  set  aside 
the  purchase  on  the  ground  of  mb- 
description  of  the  land  in  the  particu- 
lars of  sale.     Price  v.  Nortk^       620 


DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

CROSS  BILL. 
See  Pkaciice,  22. 

CUSTOM  OF  MANOR. 
Quecre,  whether  it  is  a  good  and 
reasonable  cuetom  that  upon  the  death 
of  a  tenant  in  poasession  of  lands 
holdeo  of  a  manor  for  lives,  the  next 
life  in  reversion  for  which  the  estate 
is  holden  shall  be  entitled  to  enjo; 
the  eaiate ;  and  if  such  custom  be 
good  and  reasonable,  whether,  wlierc 
a  party  takes  a  grant  of  such  lands 
for  the  life  of  himself  and  his  grand 
nephews  and  dies,  the  grant  shall 
operate  aa  an  advancement  for  the 
grand  nephews,  bo  as  to  rebut  a  re- 
sulting trust  in  favour  of  other  parties 
claiming  under  the  purchaser.  Ld- 
tfardi  V.  EdfBarda,  1S3 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
See  PwNciPAL  ANB  AoEST,  1, 2. 

PkIHCITAL  AMD  SUBBTY. 

1.  Every  joint  loan,  whether  con- 
tracted in  relation  to  mercantile  trans- 
actions or  not,  is  in  equity  to  be 
deemed  joint  and  several ;  therefore, 
were  four  persons  had  opened  a  joint 
account  with  certain  bankers,  who 
bad  advanced  to  them  money  on  such 
joint  account  ■.—Held,  that  upon  the 
deceaae  of  one  of  the  joint  contractors, 
the  bankers  had  a  right  in  equity  to 
immediate  relief  out  of  hit  assets, 
without  claiming  any  relief  against 
the  surviving  joint  contractors,  or 
shewing  that  the  latter  were  unable 
to  pay  by  reason  of  their  insolvency. 
Tbor<pe  T.  Jaehton,  55i 

2.  But  to  a  bill  filed  by  joint  cre- 
ditors for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
relief  against  the  assets  of  a  deceased 
partner  or  joint  contractor,  the  sur- 
viving partners  oi  joint  contractors 
must  be  made  parties,  though  no  de- 
cree is  sought  against  them  ;  such 
persons  being  necessarily  interested 
10  taking  tbeaccounia.  Ibid, 
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S.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  a  judgment- 
creditor  one  day  before  the  stat.  8  & 
4  Will.  4,  c.  27  came  into  operation, 
to  obtain  the  benefit  of  a  judgment 
entered  up  and  docketed  twenty-eight 
years  ago,  since  which  time  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  creditor  had  taken 
any  steps  to  enforce  payment  of  bis 
demand : — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
barred  of  all  equitable  relief  by  lapse 
of  time  alone,  independently  of  the 
question,  whether  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment  could  or  could  not  be  pre- 
sumed.   Grenfell  v.  GirdUnone,  662 

4.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  a  creditor 
to  enforce  ajudgment  of  twenty-eight 
years'  standing,  the  plaintiff*,  in  order 
to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the 
judgment  had  been  satisfied,  gave  evi> 
dence  of  the  insolvency  of  his  debtor 
during  the  greater  part  of  that  pe- 
riod : — Held,  that  such  evidence 
would  not  avail  the  plaintiff  against 
the  unexplained  fact  of  his  not  having 
sooner  attempted  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ment, and  that  to  obtain  relief  in 
equity,  he  was  bound,  under  tbe  cir- 
cumstances, to  shew  to  demonstration 
that  the  judgment  had  not  been  sa- 
tisfied. Ibid. 

DECLARATION. 
See  CoNSTEDCTiOK  OF  Act. 

DECREE  IN  CHANCERY. 

5ee  Pbaciice,  3,  17. 

DEMONSTRATIVE  LEGACY. 

See  Legacy  and  Lxoatbk,  1. 

DEEDS  AND  DOCUMENTS. 

See  LiEH. 

Pbdddction  op  Deeds  akd 
docdhekts. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Plea  &  Plsadino,  3, 16, 21, 29. 
Demurrer,  under  circumstsneeital- 
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lowed  to  amended  bill,  nfter  answer 
to  original  bill.     Stephens  v.  Frostf 

DEVISE. 

See  Will. 

DISABLING  STATUTES. 
See  TiTHSs. 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Gamiko  Transaction,  1 ,  f . 
Plea  and  Pleading,  12. 

DIMISSAL  OF  BILL. 
See  Practice,  S,  4, 17,  21. 

DISTRINGAS. 

Dishringas  obtained  in  this  Court, 
followed  bj  proceedings  in  the  Court 
of  Chancer  J,  discharged  with  costs. 
Williams  v.  The  Bank  of  England, 

ELECTION. 
SeehiQACY  AND  Leoatee,  11. 

ENROLMENT  OF  DECREE. 
See  Practice,  1 1 . 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  1 8. 
Practice,  6,  19. 
Rehearing,  1. 
Tithes,  4. 

The  circumstance  that  property 
situate  on  the  sea-shore,  between  a 
seaoside  town  and  the  sea,  has  not 
been  assessed  to  the  poor's  rates  of 
the  parish  in  which  the  town  is 
situate,  is  very  slender  evidence  of 
the  property  not  being  within  the 
parish.    Perrott  v.  Bryant,  61 

EXAMINATION  OF   WIT- 
NESSES. 

See  Practice,  18. 


I  EXAMINER* 

See  Scandal  andImpertihence,  3. 

EXCEPTIONS. 
See  Practice,  18. 

EXECUTOR. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee. 

Plea  and  Pjubadino,  19, 20. 
Trustee. 

EXHIBIT. 
See  Praoticr,  19. 

R£fiSARINa»  1. 

FRAUD. 
See  Account,  1,  2. 

FRAUDULENT  CONTRACT. 

See  Attorney  and  Curst. 
Patent,  1. 

1.  Agreement  for  thepurehaseofpsTt 
of  the  pro6ts  of  a  patent,  which  turned 
out  to  be  a  mere  bubble,  set  aside  as 
having  been  obtained  by  fraud  and 
misrepresentation,  and  so  much  of 
the  purchase  money  as  had  been  paid 
under  the  agreement  ordered  to  be  re- 
paid.   Lovell  V.  Hicks,  46 

GAMING  TRANSACTION. 

1.  Upon  an  actioft  broaglit  to  re- 
cover a  sum  of  money  lent  upon  the 
security  of  an  I.  O.  U.,  and  upon  a 
bill  filed  to  discover  wbecher  the 
money  had  not  been  lent  for  the  pvr-i 
pose  of  gamfng: — Held,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  bound  to  state  by  his 
answer  whether  it  waa  so  lent ;  it 
being  still  a  question  open  to  argu- 
ment in  a  court  of  law,  whether  money 
lent  at  j^ay,  or  for  the  porposea  of 
play,  is  recoverable  in  an  action  at 
law.  Wilkinson  v.  VEangier,      ZM 

t.  Qmxre,  whether  money  lent  for 
the  purpose  of  gaming  is  recovertMe 
in  an  action  at  nw,  imd  whether  an 
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LACHES. 
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I.  O.  U.  is  a  security  within  the  stat. 
y  Anne,  c.  14.  Ibi<L 

GENERAL  ORDERS,  11. 

HEIR-AT-LAW. 

See  Will. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Lien,  2. 

Marriage  Settlement. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  28. 

E.  B.,  a  single  woman,  transferred 
certain  stock,  her  property,  into  the 
joint  names  of  herself  and  two  trus* 
tees  ;  and  on  the  day  of  the  transfer, 
she  and  the  trustees,  without  reference 
to  any  marriage  on  her  part,  executed 
an  indenture,  by  which  it  was  declared 
that  the  trustees  should  hold  the  pro- 
perty in  trust,  to  pay  the  dividends  to 
£.  B.  for  her  life,  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  independent  of  any  hut« 
band   whom  she  might  marry ;  and, 
after  her  death,  upon  such  trusts  as 
E.  B.  should  by  will,  notwithstanding 
her  coverture,  appoint;  and,  in  de- 
fault of  such  appointment,  in  trust  for 
E.  B.,  her  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns*    E.  B.  afterwards  mar- 
ried* and  by  a  deed,  reciting    the 
settlement,  and  executed  by  her  hus- 
band and  hersdf,  she,  by  the  direction 
of  her  husband,  assigned  the  divi- 
dends of  the  stock  in  trust,  for  the 
punctual    payment    of    an    annuity 
granted  by  the  husband : — Held^  that, 
whether  or  not  under   the  deed  <^ 
settlement  the   wife  had  power,  as 
against  her  husband,  to  make  this 
assignment,    the   joining    the    hus- 
band in  the  deed  of  assignment  was  a 
confirmation  of  the  deed  of  settlement, 
and    consequently  that  the  assign- 
ment by  the  wife  was  valid.     Maher 
V.  Hohbs^  Sir 

2.  Qnaref  whether,  notwithstand- 
ing the  case  of  Daviea  ▼.  Tkor- 
nycroftp  6  Sim.  4iftO,  a  trust  for  the 


separate  use  of  a  single  woman   is 
valid  against  an  after-taken  husband  ? 

Ibid. 

3.  A  lease  of  a  light-house  and  the 
tolls  thereof,  by  the  Corporation  of 
Trinity  House,  is  a  chattel  real,  and 
tlierefore  a  husband  may  assign  his 
wife's  interest  in  such  a  lease.  Ex 
parte  Ellison^  52S 

4.  Where  an  act  of  parliament 
authorizes  the  purchase  of  lands  in 
which  a  feme  covert  is  interested,  and 
gives  the  Court  of  Exchequer  autho- 
rity to  distribute  the  purchase  money 
amongst  the  parties  beneficially  enti- 
tled thereto,  the  exercise  of  that  au- 
thority by  the  Court  is  in  lieu  of  the 
solemnities  ordinarily  required  for  the 
conveyance  of  the  real  property  of  a 
feme  covert,  or  on  the  payment  of  her 
money  out  of  Court.  IbitL 

INFANT. 

1.  Upon  the  administration  of  the 
real  property  of  an  infiint,  this  Court 
will  not  delegate  to  the  Master  the 
power  of  approving  leases  of  the 
estates.     Symons  v.  Symons^  1 

% ,  Where  a  party  takes  a  lease  of  an 
infant's  lands,  and  the  infant,  on  com- 
ing of  age,  mortgages  the  property  to 
the  lessee  by  deed  referring  to  the 
lease,  this  is  a  confirmation  of  the 
lease.     Story  v.  Johnson^  BS% 

INTEREST. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee. 

Mortgagor  and  MoETflAOXE« 

INJUNCTION. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  8« 
Practice,  5,  13. 

INTERROGATORIES. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  IS,  I9» 
Practice. 

LACHES. 
See  Practice,  14,  18,  2S. 
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LEGACY  AND  LEGATEE. 


LAPSE. 
See  Legacy  and  Leoatee,  12. 

LEASE. 

See  Infant,  2. 
Practice,  26. 
Will,  2. 

LEGACY  AND  LEGATEE. 
See  Bank  of  England,  1,  d. 

1.  Testatrix  bequeathed  an  annuity 
of  100/.  to  her  niece  for  life,  and 
charged  the  same  upon  her  leasehold 
property  in  Wimpole  Street,  and  all 
and  every  her  residuary  personal 
estate  and  effects  whatsoever,  save 
and  except  her  leasehold  premises  at 
R. : — Held^  that  this  was  a  demonstra- 
tive legacy.     Livesay  v.  Redfern,  90 

2.  In  1780  the  interest  of  a  sum 
of  money  was  bequeathed  to  A.  for 
her  life,  and  after  her  decease  the 
principal  to  her  daughter  B«  Between 
1784  and  1795  proceedings  in  Chan- 
cery, in  which  A.  and  B.  were  parties, 
were  instituted  against  the  executor, 
and  a  decree  for  an  account  was  ob- 
tained, which  was  not  acted  upon. 
From  that  time  till  1 828,  no  applica- 
tion was  made  by  B.  for  her  legacy, 
nor  did  it  appear  that  A.  had  of  late 
years  received  her  interest.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  was  stated  by  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  executor,  and 
from  circumstances  it  appeared  pro- 
bable, that  the  legacy  was  paid  by  the 
executor  many  years  ago  to  A.  and 
B.  jointly,  or  to  one  of  them  with  the 
consent  of  the  other : — Held,  never- 
theless, that  payment  of  the  legacy  in 
the  mode  suggested  could  not  be  pre- 
sumed, such  mode  of  payment  being 
contrary  to  the  presumed  duty  of  an 
executor: — Held,  also,  that  A.  not 
dying  till  1830,  B.'s  claim  was  not 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Prior  V.  Horniblow,  200 

3.  A  residue  bequeathed  by  will  is 


clearly  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  40.  Ibid. 

4.  Testator  devised  a  mixed  fund 
of  real  and  personal  property  to  a 
trustee,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  to  certain  persons, 
(amongst  whom  was  his  daughter  M.), 
for  their  respective  lives,  and  subject 
to  those  trusts  he  gave  M.  power  to 
appoint  by  will  the  whole  property. 
M.  married,  and,  by  a  will  executed 
in  pursuance  of  the  power,  devised 
the  whole  fund  to  a  trustee,  upon  trust 
to  permit  her  husband  to  receive  and 
take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  for 
his  life,  subject  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned ;  and  in  case  she  should  leave 
any  issue  of  the  marriage,  son  or 
daughter,  living  at  her  decease,  she 
charged  the  estate  with  4,000/.  for  the 
benefit  of  that  son  or  daughter ;  and 
afler  the  decease  of  her  husband  the 
devised  the  whole  fund  to  such  son 
or  daughter  absolutely ;  she  then  pro- 
ceeded as  follows : — "  And  in  case 
there  shall  be  no  issue  of  my  mar- 
riage living  at  my  decease,  then  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath  to  my  said  dear 
husband  all  and  singular  my  said 
estates  and  efifects,  to  hold  to  him,  his 
heirs,  executors,  &c.,  subject  never- 
theless and  chargeable  with  the  pay- 
ment of  100/.  to  each  of  hia  sisters, 
A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.  Also,  I  give  and 
bequeath  to  E.  the  sum  of  200/.,  to 
be  paid  to  her  within  twelve  calendar 
months  next  after  my  decease:*' — 
Held,  that  E.'s  legacy  was  a  charge 
upon  the  real  estate  over  which  M. 
exercised  her  power  of  appointment. 
Nyssen  v.  Gretton,  222 

5.  The  circumstance  that  a  mixed 
fund  of  real  and  personal  estate  is 
devised  to  the  executor  is  not  alone 
sufficient  to  make  pecuniary  legacies 
a  charge  upon  the  real  estate.     Ibid, 

6.  Testator  devised  to  J.  M.  for 
his  life  "  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly 
sum  of  100/.,"  and  charged  his  estates 
at  C.  with  the  payment  of  the  annuity. 
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He  then  devised  the  estates  at  C.  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  levy  and  raise  the 
annuity  and  pay  the  same  to  J.  M. ; 
and  subject  thereto,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  attending  the 
raising  and  paying  the  same,  in  trust 
for  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  in 
fee : — Held,  that  J.  M.  was  entitled  to 
the  annuity  clear  of  all  deductions  for 
legacy  duty.  Gude  v.  Mumford,  448 

7.  The  question  whether  a  legatee 
is  to  take  his  legacy  free  from  legacy 
duty,  depends  upon  the  intention  of 
the  testator  as  manifested  upon  the 
face  of  the  will.  Therefore,  the  words 
"  without  deduction,''  **  clear  of  all 
deductions,''  &c.,  may  be  sufficient  to 
free  the  legacy  from  duty,  although 
there  be,  from  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty on  which  it  is  charged,  other 
outgoings  to  which  those  words  may . 
be  applied.  Ibid, 

8.  Testatrix  gave  several  legacies, 
and  directed  her  husband,  whom  she 
appointed  her  executor,  to  pay  the 
legacies  as  soon  after  her  death  as 
might  be  convenient,  or  within  three 
years,  if  it  should  suit  his  convenience : 
Held,  that  the  legatees  were  not  en- 
titled to  interest  on  their  legacies 
before  the  expiration  of  the  three 
years.  Thomas  v.  2'Ae  /ittorney'Ge^ 
neral,  525 

9.  Where  lands  are  charged  by  will 
with  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies, 
and  the  executor  has  power  to  raise 
money  ibr  that  purpose  by  the  sale  or 
mortgage  of  all  or  any  of  the  testator's 
real  estates,  this  is  not  a  discretion 
which  can  be  exercised  arbitrarily  or 
capriciously  by  the  executor.      Ibid, 

10.  Testator  directed  his  trustees 
to  apply  a  legacy  to  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  wife  of  his  son  H., 
and  for  the  support  and  education  of 
his  children  born  in  wedlock.  There 
were  no  children  of  H.  at  the  testa- 
tor's death  : — Held,  that  the  wife  took 
the  legacy  absolutely  to  her  separate 
use.      Cape  v.  Cape,  543 

1 1 .  Testatrix  bequeathed  a  legacy 

VOL.   II. 


to  A.,  which  she  declared  should  be 
taken  in  satisfaction  of  all  claims 
which  A.  then  had  or  might  have  upon 
the  estate  after  her  decease.  At  the 
time  of  making  the  will,  A.  had  a 
claim  upon  the  testatrix  for  a  legacy 
under  the  will  of  I.  S. : — Held,  that 
parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  to 
shew  that  this  was  the  only  claim 
which  A.  ever  had  upon  the  testatrix, 
and  consequently  tiiat  A.  was  not 
compellable  to  elect  between  the  be- 
nefit of  the  will  of  the  testatrix  and 
thatof  J.  S.  Dixon  V.  Samson,  566 
1 2,  Legacy  charged  on  real  estate, 
and  payable  on  the  brother  and  sister 
of  the  legatee  attaining  the  age  of  21, 
held  not  to  have  lapsed  by  the  death 
of  the  legatee,  before  the  time  of  pay- 
ment ;  the  payment  being  postponed 
for  the  convenience  of  the  estate,  and 
not  as  a  condition  annexed  to  the 
person  of  the  legatee.  Goulboum  v. 
Brooks,  539 

LEGACY  DUTY. 
See  Legacy  and  Legatee. 

LETTER  OF  ATTORNEY. 

See  Churchwarden. 

LIEN. 

See  Mortgagor   and   Mortgagee, 
4,  5. 

1  •  A  clerk  in  court  has  a  lien  upon 
the  fund  in  Court,  and  also  upon  the 
decree  and  other  documents  in  the 
cause,  in  respect  of  his  fees  and  dis- 
bursements.    Potter  w.  Hy alt,     112 

2.  A  wife  in  extremis,  and  having 
just  been  delivered  of  a  child,  ap- 
pointed by  will  real  property  to  her 
husband,  in  fee.  After  her  death, 
the  husband  gave  his  bond  for  secur- 
ing 3000/.  to  the  infant ;  which  bond 
recited  that  he  had  upon  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will  given  his  wife  an  as- 
surance that  he  would  make  provision 
for  the  child  i—Held,  that  the  3000/. 
was  a  lien  on  the  estate.  Ex  parte 
Atkins,  536 
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MODUS. 
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MAINTENANCE. 

See  Will. 

MANOR. 

See  Custom  of  Manor. 
Production  of  Deeds. 

MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

W.  J.,  by  a  settlement  made  upon 
his  first  marriage,  covenanted  that, 
u|)on  the  death  of  his  intended  wife, 
he  would  provide  a  portion  of  100/.  to 
be  paid  to  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage in  equal  shares,  upon  their  se- 
verally attaining  twenty-one,  with  in- 
terest in  the  mean  time  for  their  main- 
tenance. The  marriage  took  effect, 
and  the  wife  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
W.  J.,  leaving  seven  children.  W. 
J.  married  again,  and,  by  a  deed 
made  in  contemplation  of  that  mar- 
riage, he  conveyed  land  to  trustees, 
upon  trust  af^er  his  death,  or  in  his 
lifetime,  if  he  should  consent,  to  raise 
600/.  in  trust  for  the  six  younger 
children  of  his  first  marriage,  to  be 
divided  between  them  in  equal  shares, 
such  shares  to  be  vested  in  them  at 
twenty-one.  The  children  attained 
their  ages  of  twenty-one,  and  receiv- 
ed their  portions  under  the  second 
settlement : — Held^  that  those  por- 
tions were  in  satisfaction  of  the  pro- 
vision made  for  them  by  the  first  set- 
tlement.    Jones  V,  Morgan^  403 

MEMORANDA,  1,  462,  528. 

MISTAKE. 
See  Contempt,  2. — Will,  1. 

In  cases  of  mistake,  the  time  of  li- 
mitation, which  by  analogy  to  that  pre- 
scribed by  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  is  held 
to  bar  the  remedy  in  Courts  of  equi- 
ty, begins  to  run  from  the  time  of  the 
discovery  of  the  mistake.  Brooks- 
bank  V.  Smith,  5S 

MODUS. 
Where  occupiers  file  a  bill  against 


a  party  to  establiah  a  modus,  pending 
a  suit  instituted  against  them  by  the 
same  party  for  the  tithes,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  them,  in  support  of 
their  bill,  to  have  the  defendant's  ad- 
mission of  their  occupation.  Fisbtr 
V.  Arlett,  208 

MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

See  Appointment. 

Plea  and  Pleading,  26. 

1.  Where  the  interest  due  upon  i 
mortgage  had  become  in  arrear,  and 
in  the  mortgagee's  account  of  arrears 
rests  were  made  from  time  to  time, 
on  which  interest  was  calculated,  and 
ultimately  a  general  account  of  all  ar- 
rears, calculated  on  the  footing  of 
those  rests,  was  signed  by  the  mort- 
gagor and  confirmed  by  a  deed,  exe- 
cuted by  him  three  years  afterwards, 
for  securing  repayment  of  the  ba- 
lance to  the  mortgagee : — Held,  that 
these  transactions  were  not  usurious, 
and  that  the  mortgagor  was  liable  for 
the  balance.  Blackburn  v.  Warwick,  93 

2.  On  a  bill  for  redemption  of 
mortgaged  property  in  the  possessioo 
of  the  mortgagee,  the  latter  will  be 
made  to  account  for  all  loss  and  dam- 
age occasioned  by  his  gross  negligence 
in  respect  of  bad  cultivation  and  non- 
repair of  the  mortgaged  premises. 
Wragg  V.  Denham,  1 1 7 

3.  Where  an  attorney  had  taken  a 
mortgage  from  his  client  for  his  bill 
of  costs  in  preparing  that  and  an- 
other mortgage,  and  the  client,  before 
the  attorney's  mortgage  was  executed, 
assented  to  the  bill,  but  afterwards, 
on  coming  to  redeem,  questioned  its 
accuracy,  the  Court  directed  the  Mas- 
ter to  examine  the  bill  with  a  view  to 
ascertain  the  reasonableness  of  die 
charges,  without  entering  into  evi- 
dence as  to  whether  the  business 
charged  for  had  been  actually  done.  Ih, 

4.  A.  and  B.  were  directors  in  the 
W.  M.  Waterworks  Company,  in  which 
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no  shareholder  can  act  as  a  director 
without  holding  ten  shares.  A.  and 
B.  being  intimate  friends,  the  latter 
advanced  to  the  former  several  sums 
of  money.  The  last  of  these  ad- 
vances was  made  on  the  2drd  July, 
1829,  on  which  day  A.  delivered  to 
B.  an  order  upon  the  secretary  of  the 
company  to  transfer  A.*s  ten  shares 
into  B.'s  name.  B.  did  not  at  that 
time  make  use  of  the  order,  and  A. 
continued  to  act  as  director  until  his 
death,  in  May,  1832.  A. 's  affairs  be- 
ing insolvent,  and  a  suit  having  been 
instituted  for  the  administration  of 
his  assets,  B.  then  served  the  order 
oi*  transfer  on  the  secretary,  and  pre- 
sented his  petition  in  the  suit,  claim- 
ing an  equitable  lien  on  A.*s  ten 
shares  for  the  amount  of  iiis  advances, 
with  interest : — Held,  that  these  cir- 
cumstances were  not  sufficient  to  shew 
an  intention  to  create  a  lien  on  the 
shares;  and,  consequently,  B.*s  claim 
was  rejected.     Cumming  v.  Prescolt, 

488 

5.  Mortgagee  of  shares  in  a  com- 
pany must  give  notice  of  bis  incum- 
brance to  the  secretary,  or  his  lien 
will  be  lost,  as  against  a  subsequent 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice.  Ibid, 

6.  Where  the  qualiGcation  of  a 
party  to  act  as  a  director  of  a  com- 
pany consists  in  his  being  the  pro- 
prietor of  a  certain  number  of  shares, 
the  qualification  will  not  be  lost  by  a 
mortgage  of  those  shares.  Ibid, 

7.  In  a  suit  instituted  by  an  equi- 
table mortgagee  for  the  enforcement 
of  his  security,  the  mortgagor  will  be 
allowed  by  the  decree  six  months  to 
redeem.      Thorpe  v.  Garlside,      730 

NOTICE. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  17,26,  27. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  2,  3. 

OPENING  BIDDINGS. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  7. 
Biddings  ordered  to  be  opened  on 


an  advance  of  365/.  on  7,300/. ;  but 
a  mortgagee  of  the  estate,  on  whose 
application  the  order  was  made,  not 
allowed  to  conduct  the  sale.  Domviile 
V.  Berrington,  723 

OVERSEER. 

See  Churchwarden. 

OYSTERS. 

See  Tithes,  1,  2. 

PARISH. 

See  Evidence. 

PARTIES. 

See  Debtor  and  Creditor,  2. 
Plea  and  Pleading. 
Tithes,  1. 

PARTITION. 

1 .  Where  one  of  several  tenants  in 
common  has  conveyed  away  his  share 
of  the  estate,  in  distinct  portions,  to 
different  individuals,  upon  a  bill  sub- 
sequently filed  for  a  partition  of  the 
whole  estate,  the  Court,  in  making 
its  decree,  will  have  regard  not  merely 
to  the  legal  rights  of  the  original 
tenants  in  common,  but  to  the  equit- 
able rights  of  all  parties  actually  in- 
terested in  the  estate ;  it  will,  there- 
fore, carry  the  object  of  the  bill  into 
effect,  by  directing  a  distinct  partition 
of  each  of  the  several  portions  of  the 
estate  in  which  the  alienees  of  the 
quondam  tenant  in  common  respec- 
tively have  an  interest.  Therefore, 
where  A.,  B.,  and  C.  were  tenants  in 
common,  in  undivided  thirds,  of  an 
estate  comprising  Blackacre  and 
Whiteacre,  and  C.  conveyed  his  in- 
terest in  Blackacre  to  D.,  and  his 
interest  in  Whiteacre  to  E. ;  upon  a 
bill  filed  by  A.  and  B.,for  a  partition 
of  the  whole  estate,  the  Court  (re- 
versing a  former  decree,  which  had 
sanctioned  a  different  mode  of  parti- 
tion) directed  that  Blackacre  should 
be  divided  into  three  parts,  and  each 
part  should   be  conveyed  to  A.,  B. 

c  c  c  2 
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and  D.  respectively ;  and  that  White- 
acre  should  be  divided  into  three 
parts,  and  each  part  should  be  con- 
veyed to  A.  B.,  and  E.  respectively. 
Story  V.  Johnson,  586 

2.  A  court  of  equity,  in  decreeing 
a  partition,  does  not  act  ministerially, 
and  in  obedience  to  the  call  of  those 
parties  who  have  a  right  to  the  par- 
tition^ but  founds  itself  upon  the  ge- 
neral jurisdiction  given  to  courts  of 
equity.  It  will,  therefore,  on  a  bill 
of  partition,  adjust  the  equitable 
rights  of  all  the  parties  interested  in 
the  estate ;  and  will,  for  that  purpose, 
give  special  instructions  to  the  com- 
missioners of  partition,  and  even,  in 
cases  of  necessity,  nominate  the  com- 
missioners. Ib'td, 

3.  A  court  of  equity,  in  decreeing 
partition,  will  have  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  8  &  9  Will, 
3,  c.  31,  s.  3.  Ibid, 

4.  Tenant  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  A.,  B.  and  C,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  foe,  granted  a  lease  of  the 
estate  to  D.  for  twenty-one  years, 
which  lease  was  confirmed  by  A.  and 
C.  : — Held,  that  the  lease  was  good 
against  A.  and  C,  and  that  B.  could 
not  impeach  it  in  a  suit  for  partition  in 
which  he  was  co-plaintiff  with  A.  Ibid, 

PARTNERSHIP. 

See  Account,  1,2. 

Debtor  and  Creditor,  1,  2. 

Patent. 

Personal  Estate,  2. 

Plea  and  Pleading,  5, 1 0, 1 2, 24. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

1 .  Declaration,  that  real  estate,  held 
for  partnership  purposes,  is  in  the 
nature  of  personal  estate.  Morris  v. 
Kearsley,  1 39 

2.  A  partner,  resident  in  England,  of 
a  house  carrying  on  business  abroad, 
is  not  bound  to  set  forth  a  schedule 
of  books,  &c.,  relating  to  and  in  the 
custody  of  the  foreign  house.  Mar- 
iincau  v.  Cox,  638 


PATENT. 

See  Fraodulsnt  Cohtract. 

1 .  Joint  owners  of  a  patent  for  a 
particular  process  used  in  carrying  on 
a  trade,  are  answerable  tn  soUdo  for 
the  losses  occasioned  in  relation  to 
the  patent  by  the  frauds  of  their  co- 
adventurers.     Lovell  V.  Hicks,     481 

PERSONAL   ESTATE. 

1.  The  shares  in  the  Chelsea 
Waterworks  Company  are  personal 
property,  and  will  therefore  pass  by 
a  will  not  executed  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Bligh  V.  Brent,  268 

2.  Real  property,  held  for  the 
purposes  o{  a  trading  company,  is,  in 
equity,  to  be  deemed  in  the  nature  of 
personal  estate,  although  the  company 
is  a  corporation,  and  the  shares  are  as- 
signable, and  one  shareholder  is  not  an- 
swerable for  tlie  acts  of  another  in  re- 
lation to  the  partnership  concern.  Ibid. 

PLEA  AND   PLEADING. 

See  Churchwarden. 

Debtor  and  Creditor.  1 , 2, 3, 4. 
Gaming  Transaction,  1,  2. 
Modus. 
Partition,  4. 
Practice,  12. 

1.  The  words  "knowledge,  infor- 
mation, remembrance,  and  belief,"  if 
stated  at  the  commencement  of  an 
answer  as  applying  to  the  whole,  will 
govern  the  whole  answer.  Neate  v. 
Duke  of  Ma  r  I  borough ,  3 

2.  If  a  bill  state  a  fact,  not  denied 
by  the  answer,  by  which  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  has  the  means  of  mak- 
ing an  inquiry,  he  must  answer  as  to 
the  result  of  his  inquiry.  Ibid. 

3.  A  bill  brought  for  a  discovery 
and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  pro- 
ceedings at  law,  cannot  be  demurred 
to  on  the  mere  ground  that  the  plain- 
tiffs in  equity  are  not  all  defendants  at 
law.     fiarthez  v.  Lee,  12 

4.  A  bill  for  an   account  of  the 
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tents  and  profits  received  by  the 
grantee  of  an  annuity  in  possession  of 
the  premises  demised  to  secure  the 
annuity,  must  contain  an  offer  by  the 
plaintiff,  eitlier  to  redeem  in  the  terms 
of  the  deed,  or  to  repurchase  upon 
equitable  terms,  to  be  settled  by  the 
Court.     Knehell  v.  White,  15 

5.  A  bill  for  an  account  of  partner- 
ship transactions  must  pray  for  a  dis- 
solution of  the  co-partnership.     Ibid, 

6.  Generally,  a  bill  for  an  account 
need  not  contain  an  offer  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  pay  the  balance  if  found  against 
him.  Ibid. 

7.  Upon  a  bill  for  an  account, 
evidence  to  shew  on  which  side  the 
balance  lies  cannot  be  used  at  the 
hearing.  Ibid. 

8.  In  a  suit  for  tithes  instituted  by 
a  rector  against  a  party  who  was  both 
patron  of  the  rectory  and  lord  of  the 
manor  in  which  the  land  for  which  the 
tithes  claimed  were  situate,  suggesting 
that  a  customary  payment  of  40/.  per 
annum,  alleged  by  the  defendant  to 
have  been  made  from  time  immemo- 
rial in  lieu  of  all  tithes,  were  founded 
on  a  series  of  corrupt  contracts  by 
way  of  resignation  bonds  and  other- 
wise, between  successive  patrons  and 
rectors: — Held,  upon  a  supplemental 
bill  of  discovery  filed  by  the  rector, 
tliat  the  defendant  was  bound  to  pro- 
duce all  such  private  documents  in  his 
custody  relating  to  the  matters  in- 
quired after  by  the  bill  as  did  not 
constitute  his  title  to  the  inheritance 
of  the  manor,  or  of  the  lands  of  which 
the  tithes  were  claimed,  or  the  inhe- 
ritance of  the  tithes.  Knight  v.  Mar- 
quis  of  Waterford,  22 

9.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  by 
the  defendant's  construction  of  docu- 
ments in  his  possession  (not  bis  title 
deeds),  if  it  be  clear  from  the  circum- 
stances that  they  may  relate  to  the 
plaintifiTs  title.  Ibid, 

10.  A  suit  having  been  instituted 
by  a  company  of  proprietors  of  iron- 
works to  set  aside  the  contract  under 


which  they  had  purchased  the  iron- 
works of  the  defendant,  and  the  de- 
cree having  directed  an  inquiry  as  to 
the  net  profits  made  by  the  com- 
pany:— Held,  that  it  was  competent 
for  the  defendant,  who  had  not  been 
in  possession  for  some  years,  to  ex- 
hibit interrogatories  before  the  Mas- 
ter, for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  in 
what  manner  the  Company  had  ma- 
naged the  concern,  without  setting 
forth  any  specific  statement  of  facts. 
Small  y.  Atltvood,  101 

11.  Upon  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid 
of  a  defence  to  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
exchange,  if  the  defendant  in  equity 
is  interrogatrd  as  to  the  consideration 
given  for  the  bill,  he  must  answer  not 
only  as  to  the  consideration  which  he 
gave  for  the  bill  himself,  but  as  to  that 
which  he  knows  another  party  to  have 
given.  LordGlengallv.  Edwardxf  125 

12.  Policies  of  insurance  having 
been  effected  by  a  certain  firm  on 
goods  alleged  to  have  been  purchased 
and  shipped  by  them  in  September, 
1829,  and  an  action  having  been 
brought  on  those  policies,  the  under- 
writers filed  a  bill  of  discovery  against 
the  firm,  alleging  that  no  such  pur- 
chase had  been  made ;  and  afterwards 
obtained  an  order  to  amend  their  bill, 
upon  a  suggestion,  supported  by  affi- 
davit, that  the  firm  had  not  sufficient 
capital  to  make  the  purchase : — Held, 
that  such  permission  to  amend  did 
not  authorize  the  underwriters  to  in- 
troduce into  their  bill  inquiries  as  to 
the  general  solvency  of  the  firm,  or 
as  to  its  dealings  and  transactions 
from  the  commencement  of  the  part- 
nership in  1 827.  Janson  v.  Solarte^  1 32 

1 3.  The  underwriter  has  a  right  to 
the  most  extensive  discovery  relative 
to  the  particular  transaction  which  is 
impeached,  but  the  Court  will  inter- 
pose to  prevent  him  from  making 
general  inquisitorial  inquiries.     Ibid. 

14.  The  bill  charged  that  the  de- 
fendants had  given  no  consideration 
for   a   certain  bill  of  exchange,   of 
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which  they  were  the  holders,  but 
that  they  were  mere  trustees  of  it 
for  the  plaintiffs ;  and  so  it  would 
appear  if  the  defendants  would  dis- 
cover and  set  forth  the  circumstances 
under  which,  and  the  consideration 
for  which,  the  bill  was  endorsed  to 
them.  The  defendants  answered  the 
particular  charges  as  to  the  circum- 
stances, consideration,  &c,,  but  omitted 
to  answer  the  general  charge  as  to 
their  being  trustees : — Heldf  that  the 
answer  was  insufficient.  Culverhouse 
V.  Alexander f  218 

15.  A  party  who  files  his  bill  to 
obtain  the  benefit  of  an  interest  ac- 
cruing by  intestacy,  must  not  only 
make  the  personal  representative  of 
the  intestate  a  party  to  the  suit,  but 
must  charge  that  in  fact  there  was  a 
surplus  of  the  intestate's  estate  after 
payment  of  all  debts  and  incum- 
brances.    Stephens  v.  Frosty         297 

1 6.  Where,  after  demurrer  allowed 
for  want  of  parties,  the  plaintiff  is 
permitted  to  amend  by  adding  parties, 
be  is  likewise  permitted  to  amend  by 
charging  all  such  matters  as  constitute 
the  equity  of  the  case  against  the  new 
defendant.  Ibid, 

17.  In  a  bill,  to  which  a  plea  of 
purchase  for  valuable  consideration 
without  notice  might  be  pleaded,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  charge  notice ;  and 
if  the  plaintiff  does  charge  notice,  it  is 
sufficient  for  him  to  charge  it  general- 
ly, without  averring  facts  as  evidence 
of  the  charge.  Therefore,  under  a  ge- 
neral charge  of  notice,  evidence  of 
particular  facts  and  conversations  may 
be  given.     Hughes  v.  Garner,      328 

1 8.  The  testimony  of  one  witness, 
though  uncorroborated  by  circum- 
stances, is  a  sufficient  ground  for  a 
decree,  if  the  answer  deny  the  fact 
upon  belief  only,  although  the  answer 
be  positive,  and  there  are  no  other 
means  of  contradicting  the  fact.  Ibid, 

On  appeal  from  this  decision,  an 
issue  was  directed  as  to  the  fact. 
Garner  v.  Hughes,  731 


19.  Under  the  usual  decree  against 
an  executor  to  account,  the  Master  is 
not  at  liberty  to  investigate  a  disputed 
account  arising  out  of  partnership 
transactions  between  the  testator  and 
the  executor,  the  latter  swearing  that 
the  balance  is  in  his  favour;  but,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  may 
have  relief  by  supplemental  bill,  with- 
out exhibiting  an  interrogatory  in  the 
original  suit  for  the  examination  of  the 
executor.  Cropper  y.Knapman,     338 

20.  Where  6ne  of  two  executors 
was  a  partner  with  the  testator,  the 
residuary  legatees  may  sustain  a  bill 
for  an  account  of  the  partnership 
transactions  against  the  executors, 
though  collusion  between  them  is 
neither  charged  nor  proved.         Ibid, 

21.  A  demurrer  in  bar  of  relief, 
without  mentioning  discovery,  where 
the  bill  merely  prays  discovery,  is  bad. 
Mills  V.  Campbell,  389 

22.  A  bill  for  a  commission  to  ex- 
amine witnesses  abroad,  in  aid  of  a 
defence  to  an  action  at  law,  is  not  a 
bill  for  relief.  Ibid, 

23.  Where  a  bill  for  discovery 
against  an  assured  alleged  that  he  had 
been  employed  to  procure  the  goods 
which  were  the  subject  of  the  policy  : 
— Held,  that  a  demurrer  to  the  disco- 
very would  not  hold,  although  the  bill 
stated  that  the  defendant  had  been 
paid  and  satisfied  the  full  value  of  the 
goods  ;  the  object  of  the  bill  being  to 
ascertain  whether  he  was  not  a  mere 
agent.     Mills  v.  Campbell,  391 

24.  A  bill  brought  by  the  Lloyd's 
underwriters  and  the  Corporation  of 
the  London  Assurance  in  respect  of 
policies  underwritten  by  each  of  those 
parties  respectively,  is  not  multifa- 
rious ;  although  the  Lloyd's  policies 
are  not  under  seal,  and  those  of  the 
London  Assurance  are  under  seal.  lb, 

25.  Since  the  Reg,  Gen,  Hil.Term, 
4  Will.  4,  a  defendant  in  an  action  of 
assumpsit  brought  on  a  policy  of  in- 
surance, must  plead  the  plaintiff's 
want  of  interest  specially.  Ibid, 


PORTIONS. 


PRACTICE. 


749 


26.  The  bill  alleged  that  the  plain- 
tiflP  A.  had  sold  Blackacre  to  B.,  upon 
an  agreement  that  B.  should  execute 
to  him  a  mortgage  both  of  Blackacre 
and  Whiteacre;  that  the  mortgage 
was  accordingly  made,  and  that  B. 
afterwards  mortgaged  Blackacre  to 
C.  The  bill  then,  after  alleging  that 
B.  had  conveyed  Whiteacre  to  a  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration  with- 
out notice  of  the  mortgage,  prayed  a 
foreclosure  of  Blackacre : — Heldt  that 
the  purchaser  of  Whiteacre  was  a 
necessary  party  to  the  suit.  Payne 
V.  ComptOTif  457 

27.  SemhUy  that  purchase  for  a  va- 
luable consideration  without  notice  is 
available  as  a  defence  against  a  plain- 
tiff who  relies  on  a  legal  title.       Ihid, 

28.  Upon  a  bill  implicating  a  mar- 
ried woman  in  various  frauds  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  by  her  hus- 
band, in  obtaining  certain  policies  of 
insurance,  and  praying  to  have  the  po- 
licies delivered  up  to  be  cancelled : — 
Held^  that  her  answer  and  disclaimer, 
denying  that  she  had  any  interest  in 
the  policies,  or  any  separate  property, 
was  insufficient.  Whiting  y.Rush,  546 

29.  Defendants,  by  their  answer  to 
a  vicar's  bill,  denied  the  right  of  the 
vicar  to  the  tithes  claimed,  alleging 
the  right  to  be  in  the  rector.  Plain- 
tiff then  amended  his  bill,  charging 
that  the  defendants  ought  to  set  forth 
what  tithes  the  rector  was  entitled  to, 
and  how  his  right  was  made  out. 
Defendants  demurred  to  this  part  of 
the  amended  bill: — Held,  that  the 
demurrer  was  overruled  by  the  an- 
swer.    Salkeld  V.  Phillips,  580 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  12,  13,  24. 

POOR  RATE. 

See  Evidence. 

PORTIONS. 

See  Marriage  Settlement. 
Will,  5,  7. 


PRACTICE. 

See  Contempt. 

Production  of  Deeds  and  Do- 
cuments. 
Rehearing. 
Scandal     and     Impertinence. 

1.  Record  amended  by  adding 
counsel's  name  to  the  answer.  IVhiie- 
head  v.  Cunliffe,  3 

2.  Order  made  ex  parte  to  dis- 
charge a  defendant  in  contempt  for 
not  answering,  on  certificate  of  an- 
swer filed  and  tender  of  costs.  Ed-- 
monson  v.  Hey  ton.  Ibid, 

3.  Where  a  decree  had  been  ob- 
tained in  Chancery  for  the  general 
administration  of  the  testator's  assets, 
a  bill  previously  filed  in  this  Court 
by  an  annuitant  under  the  will  against 
the  executors  was  dismissed ;  and  as 
the  annuitant's  bill  had  been  filed 
with  undue  haste,  she  was  not  allow- 
ed the  costs  of  the  application  to  stay 
proceedings,  although  she  was  al- 
lowed her  costs  up  to  the  time  of 
notice  of  the  decree.  Haywardy, 
Constable,  43 

4.  A  defendant  in  contempt  for 
want  of  an  answer,  cannot  move  to 
have  the  bill  dismissed,  even  upon 
the  terms  of  giving  the  plaintiff  all 
the  advantage  of  a  decree :  his  pro- 
per course  is,  to  move  to  set  aside 
the  attachment.  Lord  Cranstown  v. 
Goldshede,  70 

5.  Upon  a  bill  of  discovery  in  aid 
of  a  defence  at  law,  and  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  proceedings  at  law,  the 
Court  will  not  dissolve  the  injunction 
before  the  coming  in  of  a  defendant's 
answer,  upon  presumptive  evidence 
of  his  death,  if  that  evidence,  though 
strong,  be  qualified  by  circumstances 
tending  to  a  contrary  conclusion. 
Janson  v.  Solarte,  127 

G.  Answer  read  as  an  affidavit  of  a 
fact,  and  affidavit  admitted  to  contra- 
dict the  answer  upon  thai  fact.    Ibid* 

7.  A  plaintiff  who  gives  a  false  de- 
scription in  the  bill  of  his  place  of 
residence,  will  be  made  to  give  se- 
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curity  for  costs,  although,  from  the 
nature  of  his  trade,  he  has  no  resi- 
dence.    Calvert  v.  Day,  217 

8.  Where,  as  a  security  for  money 
advanced  from  time  to  time  to  A.,  the 
creditor  of  A.  had  taken  various  bills 
of  sale  and  assignments  of  A.*s  per- 
sonal property,  but  bad  left  A.  in  the 
visible  user  and  enjoyment  of  that 
property ;  upon  a  bill  filed  by  a  sub- 
sequent judgment-creditor  of  A.,  im- 
peaching the  prior  securities  for 
fraud: — Held,  upon  motion  before 
hearing,  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  the  production  of  the  several 
bills  of  sale  and  assignments.  Ncatc 
V.  Latimer,  257 

9.  Auctioneer  in  the  country  ap- 
pointed to  conduct  the  sale  under  a 
decree,  to  avoid  the  expense  of  send- 
ing the  Master's  clerk.  Thompson 
v.  Hodgson,  311 

10.  Papers  and  documents  pro- 
duced by  the  defendant  for  the  plain- 
tiff's inspection,  ordered,  upon  mO' 
tion  before  hearing,  to  be  re-deliver- 
ed to  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing had  full  opportunity  to  inspect 
them.     Jones  v.  Thomas,  312 

11.  The  Court  will  not  vacate  the 
enrolment  of  a  decree,  on  the  mere 
ground  that  it  was  obtained  with  extra- 
ordinary haste.  HughesY.  Garner,  335 

13.  Qti^re,  how  far  parties,  claim- 
ing in  different  interests,  can  join  as 
plaintiffs  in  a  bill  of  revivor  and  sup- 
plement?    Smith  v.  Smith,  353 

IS.  The  plaintiff  may  shew  excep- 
tions for  cause  against  dissolving  the 
common  injunction,  although  he  may 
have  given  notice  of  shewing  cause 
on  the  merits;  and  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient if  the  exceptions  are  filed  be- 
fore cause  is  actually  shewn.  Wil- 
kinson V.  L*Eaugier,  363 

14.  Upon  the  coming  in  of  the 
defendant's  answer,  in  an  insurance 
cause,  the  Court  refused  to  allow  the 
plaintiffs  to  amend  their  bill  by  add- 
ing charges  relative  to  matters  which 
miglit,   with  proper  diligence,    have 


been  originally  put  in  issue  by  the 
plaintiff.     Mills  v.  Campbell,       398 

15.  If,  upon  demurrer  for  want  of 
parties,  the  plaintiff  give  notice  of 
submitting  to  the  demurrer  within 
two  days  before  the  day  on  which  the 
demurrer  is  set  down  for  argument, 
he  cannot  amend  his  bill  without  a 
special  application  for  that  purpose. 
Lewthwaite  v.  Clarhson,  370 

16.  Submitting  to  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  equity,  puts  the  bill  out  of 
court,  and  it  can  only  be  restored 
under  special  circumstances.        Ibid, 

1 7.  Where  a  decree  had  been  pro- 
nounced in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
for  the  general  administration  of  a 
testator's  assets,  the  proceedings  un- 
der a  bill  6led  in  this  Court  by  an 
annuitant  under  the  will  against  the 
executors  were  stayed  although  the 
decree  in  Chancery  was  not  drawn 
up.     Moore  v.  Prior,  375 

1 8.  The  laches  of  the  plaintiffs,  in 
a  bill  for  discovery  in  aid  of  a  de- 
fence at  law,  is  not  a  ground  for  de- 
priving them  of  a  commission  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses  abroad, 
though  it  is  a  ground  for  putting  them 
to  more  severe  terms.  MilU  v. 
Campbell,  402 

19.  Exhibit  not  proved  at  the 
hearing,  upon  special  application  al- 
lowed to  be  proved  viva  voce  at  the 
rehearing.    Lovtll  v.  Hicks,         480 

20.  Notice  of  a  motion  to  dismiss 
the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution  roust 
be  served  on  the  party's  clerk  in 
court,  and  not  on  his  solicitor ;  and 
if  the  clerk  in  court  be  dead,  a  new 
clerk  in  court  must  be  nominated  for 
the  purpose  of  accepting  such  ser- 
vice.    Miller  v.  Arronsmith,        563 

21.  After  motion  by  the  defendant 
to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  prose- 
cution, the  plaintiff  wishing  to  amend 
his  bill  must  shew  special  cause  of 
amendment  against  the  order  for  dis- 
missal, and  give  two  days'  notice  of 
the  cause  which  he  intends  to  shew. 
Harbett  v.  Buckingham,  571 


PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 


PRODUCTION  OF  DEEDS.  751 


S2.  Filing  a  cross  bill  against  a 
party  who  is  in  contempt  in  the  ori- 
ginal suit,  is  a  waiver  of  such  con* 
tempt  on  the  part  of  the  party  who 
files  it;  and  the  defendant  in  the 
cross  suit,  by  clearing  his  contempt 
in  that  suit,  will  clear  it  in  both. 
Best  V,  GompertZy  582 

23.  The  conduct  of  a  creditors* 
suit  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  delay  and 
mismanagement  in  regard  to  the  sales 
of  real  estates,  delay  in  the  payment 
of  money  into  Court,  and  the  appro- 
priation by  the  plaintiflTs  solicitor  of 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  in  dis- 
charge of  his  costs.  Pricev,  North,  628 

24.  In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  the 
Commissioners  for  the  examination 
of  witnesses  in  aid  of  the  proceedings 
before  the  Master  after  decree,  are 
not  sworn  to  secrecy.     Hall  v.  CleCf 

725 
PRESUMPTION. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee,  2,  7. 
Statute  of  Limitations. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

See  Account,  1,  2. 

1.  If  a  man,  being  indebted  to  his 
own  agent,  authorize  the  agent  to  re- 
ceive money  due  to  him  from  his 
debtor,  intending  that  the  agent  should 
thereout  pay  himself  his  own  debt,  he 
thereby  gives  the  agent  an  implied 
authority  to  receive  payment,  to  the 
extent  of  his  own  debt,  in  any  manner 
he  may  think  fit;  consequently,  the 
amount  of  the  agent's  own  debt  may 
be  written  off  in  account  between 
him  and  the  debtor.  Barker  v.  Green- 
wood, 414 

2.  A  debtor,  who  pays  the  amount 
of  his  debt  to  the  agent  of  his  credi- 
tor, must  pay  it  in  cash,  unless  he  can 
shew  that  the  agent  had  authority  to 
receive  payment  in  any  other  way.  lb. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

A.,  and  B.,  as  his  surety,  having 
given  a  joint  and  several  promissory 


note  to  C,  the  latter  brought  separate 
actions  against  A.  and  B.  upon  the 
note,  and  recovered  judgment  in  both 
actions ;  C.  afterwards  issued  execu- 
tion upon  the  judgment  obtained 
against  B.,  whereby  B.  was  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  whole  debt  and 
costs.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  B.,  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  an  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment which  had  been  recovered  against 
A.,  the  principal  debtor: — Held,  that 
such  judgment  not  being  available  at 
law  in  the  hands  of  the  creditor,  was 
not  available  in  equity  in  the  hands 
of  the  surety,  and  consequently  that 
the  Court  could  not  compel  an  assign- 
ment, as  sought  by  the  bill.  Dow- 
big  gen  v.  Bourne,  4C2 

PRISONER. 

See  Contempt. 

PRODUCTION   OF  DEEDS 
AND  PAPERS. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading. 
Practice. 

1.  Upon  a  rector's  bill  for  tithes, 
and  a  supplemental  bill  for  discovery 
of  documents  impeaching  the  defence : 
— Held,  that  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  produce  certain  old  briefs  in 
his  possession,  in  order  to  prove  the 
plaintiff's  allegation  that  a  former  rec- 
tor's bill,  which  had  been  met  by  the 
same  defence,  was  dismissed  in  con- 
sequence of  collusion  between  the 
parties.  Knight  v.  Marquess  of  Wa» 
terford,  30 

2.  Held,  also,  that  the  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  produce  certain 
leases  which  had  been  granted  by  his 
predecessors  of  the  lands  for  which 
the  tithes  were  sought.  Ibid, 

3.  A  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the 
production  of  documents  which  can- 
not, from  their  nature,  be  evidence  of 
his  title,  though  they  may  impeach 
that  of  the  defendant.  Ibid, 

4.  Cases  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
counsel,  whether  of  old  date,  or  made 
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RULES  OF  THE  BENCH. 


with  reference  to  or  in  contemplation 
of  an  existing  suit  or  action,  are  not 
evidence  against  the  party  on  whose 
behalf  they  are  stated,  or  whose  in- 
terests they  affect ;  therefore,  if  they 
tend  to  impeach  that  party's  title,  he 
is  not  compellable  by  suit  in  equity 
to  produce  them.     S.C,  37 

5.  Con6dential  letters  between  soli- 
citor and  client  are  similarly  protected. 

Ibid. 

6.  Upon  a  bill  by  a  rector  for  tithes 
against  a  lord  of  a  manor  who  claims 
tithes  within  the  manor,  the  defen- 
dant may  be  ordered  to  produce  old 
maps  of  the  manor,  and  also  the  court- 
rolls,  unless  they  relate  to  the  title  of 
his  own  lands  within  the  manor.      lb, 

7.  An  answer  to  a  former  bill  for 
the  same  matter,  though  not  61ed,  is 
to  be  deemed  a  public  document,  un- 
less the  contrary  be  shewn ;  if,  there- 
fore, it  relate  to  the  plaintiff's  title  in 
an  existing  suit,  the  defendant,  in 
whose  custody  it  is,  will  be  ordered 
to  produce  it,  unless  he  can  swear 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  be  used 
as  an  answer.  Ibid, 

8.  Deeds  and  documents  admitted 
by  the  answer  being  very  numerous, 
the  usual  order  for  their  production 
may  be  qualified  by  a  direction  that 
they  be  inspected,  &c,  at  the  office  of 
the  defendant's  attorney.  Crease  v. 
Penprasef  527 

9.  Where  the  records  in  certain 
proceedings  in  a  Welch  court  of  judi- 
cature had,  by  an  order  improperly 
obtained  in  this  Court,  been  deposited 
with  an  officer  in  this  Court : — Held, 
nevertheless,  that  they  were  to  be 
deemed  to  be  in  the  proper  custody 
until  the  order  so  obtained  should  be 
rescinded.     Grenfell  v.  Girdlestone^ 

662 
PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

See  Plea  and  Pleadinc,  14. 
Principal  and  Surety. 

PROMOTIONS. 

See  Memoranda. 


PURCHASER     WITHOUT 
NOTICE. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

See  Construction  op  Act. — Costs. 

REAL  COMPOSITION. 

See  Tithes. 

RECEIVER. 
See  Will,  4. 

RECTOR. 

SeeFhEA  and  Pleading,  6. 

Production  of  Deeds  &  Papers. 

Tithes. 

REGULiE   GENERALES. 
See  General  Orders. 

REHEARING. 

1 .  The  general  rule  is,  that  no  other 
evidence  can  be  given  at  a  rehearing 
than  might  have  been  given  at  the  ori- 
ginal hearing.  Therefore,  where  a  do- 
cument is  not  included  in  the  order  of 
course  to  prove  exhibits  vied  voce  at 
the  hearing,  or  when  the  plaintiff  has 
obtained  no  such  order,  he  cannot  ob- 
tain  an  order  to  prove  an  exhibit  titd 
voce  at  a  rehearing  without  a  special 
application.     Lovell  v.  Hicks,      472 

2.  Facts  which  have  occurred  since 
the  decree,  and  which,  therefore,  were 
not  comprehended  in  the  pleadings, 
may  be  proper  ground  for  a  rehearing, 
if  they  shew  error  in  the  decree. 
Story  v.  Johnson,  586 

3.  Af^er  leave  has  been  given  for  a 
rehearing  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
it  is  unnecessary  for  the  petitioner  to 
state  in  his  petition  of  rehearing  in 
what  respect  he  conceives  the  decree 
to  be  erroneous,  or  what  is  the  nature 
of  the  decree  he  seeks.  Ibid. 

RULES. 
iS'ee  General  Orders. 

RULES  OF  THE  BENCH. 
See  Contempt. 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 


TITHES. 
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SALE  IN  THE  COUNTRY. 

See  Practice,  9. 

SALE   UNDER  DECREE  OF 

THE  COURT. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser,  4,  5, 

SCANDAL  AND  IMPERTI- 
NENCE. 

1 .  The  master  having  reported  cer- 
tain passages  in  the  depositions  taken 
for  the  defendants  to  be  scandalous 
and  impertinent,  but  having  made  no 
report  as  to  the  frame  of  the  interro- 
gatories : — Held,  that  the  defendants 
were  not  liable  to  the  costs  of  the  re- 
ference, &c.     Gudew,Mumfordy  4i5 

2.  The  attorney  for  the  defendants 
having  been  examined  as  their  wit- 
ness, and  having  made  certain  scan- 
dalous and  impertinent  statements  in 
his  deposition  in  reply  to  the  last  in- 
terrogatory, was  compelled  to  pay  the 
costs  of  expunging  such  scandalous 
and  impertinent  matter.  S.  C,     446 

3.  Sernhhy  that  the  examiner  is  not 
liable  for  the  costs  of  expunging  scan- 
dalous and  impertinent  matter  from 
depositions  made  in  answer  to  specific 
interrogatories,  nor  from  depositions 
made  in  answer  to  the  last  interroga- 
tory, where  the  deposing  witness  is 
an  attorney  in  the  cause.  Ibid, 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

See  Practice,  7. 

SETTLEMENT. 

See  Assignment. 

Marriage  Settlement. 

SIGNATURE  OF  COUNSEL. 

See  Practice,  1. 

SOLICITOR. 

See  Attorney. 

Attorney  and  Client. 

Costs. 

Production  of  Deeds. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  7. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

See  Arbitration. 
Practice,  26. 


STATUTE   OF   LIMITATIONS. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee,  S,  S. 

1 .  Where  accounts  are  referred  to 
an  arbitrator,  with  a  special  agree- 
ment as  to  the  mode  in  which  they 
are  to  be  taken,  and  afterwards,  upon 
the  failure  of  the  arbitration,  the  same 
accounts  are  referred  to  the  Master, 
he  will  be  directed  to  take  them  in 
the  ordinary  way,  and  not  according 
to  the  special  agreement.  Therefore, 
where,  under  such  circumstances,  it 
was  one  of  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment that  no  advantage  should  be 
taken  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations : — 
Held,  that  the  Master  was  not  to  be 
ruled  by  that  stipulation.  Cheslyn  v. 
Dalby,  et  e  contra^  1 70 

2.  Quaere,  whether,  since  the  stat. 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  1 4,  the  recital  in  a  deed 
of  the  existence  of  a  debt,  coupled 
with  parol  evidence  only  as  to  its 
amount,  is  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  ?  Ibid, 

S,  Semble,  that  since  the  stat.  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  14,  an  acknowledgment  of 
the  debt  by  the  debtor  to  a  third  per- 
son is  not  suflicient  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 
Grenfell  v,  Girdlestone,  662 

STOCK. 
iS'eeBANK  ofEnoland. — Distringas. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  19. 

TERRIER. 
See  Tithes,  4,  5. 

TITHES. 

See  Modus. 

Plea  and  Pleading,  6,  29. 
Production  of  Deeds  and  Do- 
cuments, 1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  G,  7. 

1.  Where  a  bill  was  brought  for 
the  customary  tithes  of  oysters,  al- 
leging the  customary  payment  to  be 
in  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the 
boats  employed  in  the  fishery,  and 
usually  moored  within  the  parish : — 
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TITHES. 


Heldf  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
make  the  dredgers  for  the  oysters, 
who  had  no  interest  in  the  boats,  but 
who  shared  in  the  pro6ts  of  the  oys- 
ters, parties  to  the  bill.  Perrott  v. 
Bryant^  61 

2.  Oyster  dredgers  agreeing  to 
receive  from  the  owners  of  the  boats, 
who  were  their  employers,  a  stipu- 
lated share  of  the  profits  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  oysters,  held  not  to  be 
co-adventurers  with  the  owners.  Ibid, 

3.  Vicar's  bill  for  great  and  small 
tithes  of  an  ancient  park,  which  had 
been  disparked  and  thrown  into  cul- 
tivation, dismissed ;  there  being  no 
evidence  of  perception  or  of  receipt 
of  compositions  for  tithes  by  the  vi- 
cars in  respect  of  the  lands  within 
that  district,  although  it  was  proved 
that  compositions  for  tithes  had  been 
regularly  paid  to  the  vicars  in  respect 
of  the  other  lands  in  the  township  in 
which  the  park  was  situate.  Hall  v. 
Farmer^  1 45 

4.  A  terrier  without  date,  and 
bearing  the  signatures  of  various  per- 
sons, having  no  addition  or  designa- 
tion affixed  to  their  names,  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  vicar, 
if  produced  under  circumstances  shew- 
ing it  to  be  a  genuine  document.    lb, 

5.  The  words  "  privy  tithes"  are 
generally  synonymous  with  '*  small 
tithes;"  therefore,  although  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Survey  appeared  to  distin- 
guish between  privy  tithes  and  small 
tithes,  yet  this  was  held  to  be  ex- 
plained by  a  subsequent  terrier,  which 
mentioned  privy  tithes,  in  contradis- 
tinction to  tithes  in  general,  as  being 
payable  to  the  vicar;  and,  under 
these  circumstances,  supported  by 
evidence  of  former  vicars  having  re- 
gularly received  payments  called 
"privy  tithes,"  although  those  pay- 
ments had  been  in  some  instances 
made  for  houses  only,  and  in  other 
instances  omitted  altogether,  and  al- 
though some  portions  of  the  small 
tithes  were  proved  by  the  defendants 


to  have  been  conveyed  away :— /fr/<f, 
that  the  vicar  was  entitled  to  a  decree 
for  small  tithes.   Hall  v.  Godson,  155 

6.  The  reasonableness  of  setting 
out  every  tenth  turnip,  instead  of 
every  tenth  heap  of  turnips,  for  the 
parson,  must  depend  upon  whether, 
by  that  mode  of  tithing,  the  parson 
has  an  opportunity  of  seeing  that  the 
tithe  is  fairly  set  out.  Clarke  v. 
Clarke,  245 

7.  To  a  rector's  bill  against  occu- 
piers of  lands  for  an  account  of  tithes, 
the  defendants,  by  their  answer,  set 
up  an  ancient  agreement  between  a 
former  rector  of  the  rectory  and  the 
then  owner  of  the  lands  occupied  by 
the  defendants,  and  who  was  also  the 
patron  of  the  living ;  by  which  agree- 
ment certain  lands  enjoyed  by  the 
present  rector  were  allotted  to  the 
rector  in  exchange  for  his  glebe  lands, 
which  were  then  dispersed  in  the 
common  fields,  and  a  rent-charge  of 
40/.  a  year  was  granted  to  the  rector ; 
in  consideration  of  which  exchange 
and  annuity,  the  lands  occupied  by 
the  defendants  were  discharged  from 
tithes.  The  defendants  proved  that 
the  agreement  was  not  only  approved 
by  the  then  bishop  of  the  diocese, 
but  had  been  established  by  a  decree 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  had 
been  acted  upon  for  upwards  of  a 
century;  and  that  the  arrangement 
was  not  onlv  beneficial  to  the  rector 
at  the  time  when  it  was  entered  into, 
but  that  it  was  made  with  reference 
to  the  probable  future  increase  in  the 
value  of  the  tithes,  and  that  it  was 
advantageous  to  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill : — Held, 
however,  that  the  agreement  was  ab- 
solutely void  under  the  disabling  sta- 
tutes ;  and  that,  being  void,  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  of  Chancery  could 
not  give  it  validity ;  and  an  account 
of  the  tithes  was  decreed.  Thorpe 
V.  Mattingley,  421 

8.  Where  a  bill  for  tithes  was  filed 
against  occupiers  of  lands  within  the 


TRUSTEE. 

lime  prescrilKd  by  tlie  staiuie  2  &  S 
Will.  *,  c.  100,  and  the  bit!  was  sub- 
sequently, and  after  ibe  period  limit- 
ed by  ihe  aci,  amended,  by  making 
(be  owner  of  ibe  lands  s,  parly : — 
Held,  that  the  original  and  the  amend- 
ed bill  Ibnned  but  one  record,  and 
that  the  auit  nas  therefore  inatitiiied 
against  the  owner  wiibin  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  statute.  Ibid. 

TRUSTEE. 
See  Charity,  +. — Will,  3, 
l.TeatatoT  havii^  devised  s  real  es- 
tate to  bis  tliree  executors  upon  trust, 
to  sell  and  apply  the  produce  of  the 
sale  as  part  of  his  personalty,  and 
having  given  to  one  of  his  executors 
an  option  to  purchase  the  estate  at  a 
certain  price,  the  two  other  cxeciitiirs 
conveyed  it  to  him,  and  joined  in  a 
receipt  for  the  purchase  money.  The 
purchase  money  was,  in  fact,  not 
paid,  and  afterwards  the  third  exe- 
cutor became  bankrupt  r — Hijld,  that 
the  two  other  executors  were  answer- 
able to  the  residnary  legatee  for  the 
deRcicncy.  Gregory  v.  (iTegory,  313 
•Z.  A  trustee  having  direction  to 
sell  the  trust  property  submitted  lo  a 
decree  for  sale  in  a  suit  instituted  in 
relation  to  the  trust:— WcW,  that  the 
Court  was  not  therefore  bound  to 
carry  the  sate  into  execution.  PoUey 
V.  Seymour,  708 

TURNIPS. 
See  TiTHKs,  6. 
UNDERWRITER. 
See  Plea  and  PLtAoiNo,  12, 13,  'Z^, 

USURY. 
See  MoBTuAOoB  and  Moiltoao&e,  1. 
VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

See  Cbeditobs'  Suit. 
1.  Upon  the  death  of  one  of  two  part- 
ners, intestate,  the  personal  represen- 
tatives of  the  deceased  partner  agreed 
to  sell  his  moiety  of  the  real  property 
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of  the  partnership  to  the  surviving 
partner,  and  at  the  sHine  time  atipu- 
hied  that  they  would  furnish  him  at 
their  own  expense  with  an  abstract 
of  their  title  to  that  i.ioiety  : — Held, 
that  they  were  bound  to  furnish  the 
usual  abstract  of  title,  and  not  merely 
the  letters  of  administration  under 
which  lliey  pcted  in  relation  to  the 
intestate's  personal  estate,  Mottu  t. 
Keanley,  1S9 

2.  An  estate  was  devised  to  trus- 
tee), upon  trust  by  sale  or  mortgage, 
to  discharge  a  specific  debt,  and  to 
apply  the  residue  for  the  beneBt  of 
the  testator's  children.  A.  purchased 
the  estate  of  the  surviving  trustee 
(who  was  A.'s  father),  but  lefl  the 
purchase  money  (except  what  was  re- 
quired to  satisfy  the  debt)  unpaid, 
giving  his  bond  as  a  collateral  secu- 
rity for  the  payment  of  it.  Between 
the  time  of  the  contract  and  the  actual 
conveyance  of  the  premises,  A.  en- 
tered into  marriage  articles,  whereby 
he  covenanted  to  settle  the  premises 
upon  his  intended  wife  and  her  issue. 
After  A.'s  marriage  and  the  execu- 
tion of  the  conveyance,  a  settlement 
was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  articles. 
The  settlement  recited  the  convey- 
ance, and  the  conveyance  referred  lo 
the  will : — Held,  that  the  settlement 
conveyed  notice  of  the  will,  and  that 
such  notice  was  binding  on  (he  wife 
and  children  of  A.,  although  the  ar- 
ticles n'erc  silent  as  to  the  will;  con- 
sequently, that  the  testator's  chil- 
dren wtTu  entitled,  as  against  the 
childrcnof  A.,  to  a  lien  on  the  estate, 
fur  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money 
left  unpaid.     Davies  v.  TAomai,  234 

3.  A  party  claiming  to  be  s  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  consideraiion 
without  notice,  under  a  marriage  con- 
tract, must  shew  that  he  had  no 
notice  at  the  lime  of  the  tettlemetit; 
proof  that  he  had  no  notice  at  the 
timeof  thearficjei  is  not  sufficient.  lb, 

4.  Where  a  sale  had  been  directed 
under  a  decree,  but  there  was  oo  w- 
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ference  to  the  Master  as  to  the  title, 
and  no  available  fund  in  Court: — 
Held^  that  the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  be  reimbursed  by  the  plaintiff  the 
costs  of  investigating  the  title  and 
confirming  the  purchase.  Berry  v. 
Johnson^  564 

5.  Purchaser,  under  circumstances, 
allowed  to  pay  his  purchase  money 
into  Court,  and  to  be  let  into  the  pos- 
session and  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  without  prejudice  to  any  sub- 
sequent objection  which  he  might  be 
advised  to  make  to  the  title.     Mar- 

fell  V.  Rudge,  566 

6.  Misdescription  of  the  quantity 
of  land  in  regard  to  the  acres  being 
statute  acres  or  customary,  is  not 
matter  of  compensation,  but  a  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  sale.  Price  v. 
North,  620 

7.  Qucere,  whether  any  party,  ex- 
cept the  plaintiff,  in  a  creditors'  suit, 
can  apply  to  open  the  biddings,  or  to 
set  aside  a  sale  made  by  order  of  the 
Court  in  that  suit.  Ibid, 

8.  Payment  to  the  solicitor  for  all 
parties  in  the  suit,  is  equivalent  to 
payment  into  Court.  Ibid. 

VESTED  INTEREST. 

See  Assignment. 

Legacy  and  Legatee. 

VICAR. 

See  Tithes. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

See  Assignment. 

WARDEN  OF  THE  FLEET. 

See  Contempt,  2. 

WATERWORKS'  COMPANY. 

See  Construction  of  Act. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee,  4. 
Personal  Estate,  1,  2. 

WILL. 
See  Charity. — Legacy  &  Legatee. 

1.  Testator  devised  an  estate  in 
Jamaica  to  trustees  upon  trust,  so 
long  as  Robert  B.,  the  second  son  of 
his  daughter  E,  B.,  should  be  under 


the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  pay 
and  apply  150/.  per  annum  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  for  his  maintenance 
and  education,  and  subject  thereto 
upon  various  other  trusts,  in  favour 
of  his  daughter  E,  B,,  and  his  said 
grandson  Robert  B. ;  and,  subject  to 
all  those  trusts,  in  trust  for  the  said 
Robert  B,  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  in  moieties  in  favour 
of  H,  C,  and  R.  C,  the  second  and 
third  sons  of  his  daughter  /.  C,  and 
their  issue.  T he  testator  also  devised 
his  estate  in  England  in  trust  for  his 
said  daughter  E.  B,y  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  said  grandson  Robert 
B.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  thirds  fourth,  fjth, 
and  every  other  son  of  the  said  E,  B,, 
severally  and  successively  in  tail  male, 
with  remainder  to  the  testator's  right 
heirs.  E.  B»  had  no  second  son 
named  Robert,  The  name  of  her 
eldest  son  was  Robert,  and  that  of  her 
second  son  Henry  : — Held,  under 
these  circumstances,  that  this  was  a 
mistake  in  the  name,  and  not  in  the 
description  of  the  devisee;  and  con- 
sequently, that  Henry,&nd  not  Robert, 
was  entitled  to  take  under  these  de- 
vises ;  and  parol  evidence  was  admit- 
ted to  explain  the  ambiguity.  Brad- 
show  V.  Bradshaw,  7i 

2,  A  testator,  being  seised  in  fee 
of  a  farm  in  the  parish  of  A.,  and 
being  also  possessed  of  a  lease  for 
lives  of  the  rectorial  tithes  of  that 
parish,  devised  the  farm  to  his  ne- 
phews in  tail  male,  and  the  lease  to 
his  brother  J.,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  upon  condition 
that  his  said  brother  J.,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  owners 
or  occupiers  of  the  said  parsonage, 
tithes,  and  premises,  should,  at  all 
times  after  his  decease,  free  and  dis- 
charge his  said  farm  from  all  manner 
of  tithes  which  should  be  payable  out 
of  the  same  to  the  said  owner  or  oc- 
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cupier  of  the  parsonage  and  tithes 
aforesaid.  J.  survived  the  testator, 
and  devised  his  interest  in  the  lease  to 
his  four  sons,  who  took  several  re- 
newals, and  in  1 782  assigned  the  ex- 
isting lease,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, to  A.  B.,  with  notice  of  the  trusts 
of  the  will : — Heldf  that  a  party  to 
whom  the  tithes  were  bequeathed  by 
the  will  of  A.  B.,  and  who  took  a  re- 
newal of  the  lease  in  1817,  held  the 
renewed  lease  upon  the  trusts  of  the 
will ;  consequently,  that  he  had  no 
title  to  the  tithes  of  the  farm,  and  that 
the  owner  of  the  farm  was  not  bound 
to  contribute  to  the  renewal  fines. 
Webb  V.  Lugar,  247 

3.  Trustee,  after  devising  certain 
real  estates  to  different  persons,  gave 
and  devised  all  his  real  estates,  not 
before  disposed  of  by  his  will,  to  A. 
B.,  liis  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  according  to  the  tenure 
and  nature  thereof  respectively,  to 
and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and 
benefit : — Hcldt  that,  under  this  de- 
vise, the  trust  estate  passed.  Ba'tn- 
hr'ulge  v.  Lord  Ashburton^  347 

4.  The  circumstance  that  the  party 
who  has  the  administration  of  the  tes- 
tator's real  and  personal  effects  is  an 
uncertificated  bankrupt,  and  was  not 
appointed  to  his  office  by  the  testator, 
is  not  a  sufficient  reason  to  induce  the 
Court  to  appoint  a  receiver  before 
answer,  where  several  of  the  parties 
interested  decline  to  join  in  the  appli- 
cation.    Smith  V.  Smith,  353 

5.  Portions  held  to  be  raisable  be- 
fore the  time  of  payment,  under  the 
])articular  construction  of  the  will  by 
which    they   were   given.     Selbt/  v. 


Gillum, 


379 


6.  Where  a  testator  made  special 
provision  for  the  maintenance  of  his 
younger  children  until  receipt  of  their 
portions,  and  stated  the  sum  appointed 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  sons  to  be 
"  in  lieu  of  interest :" — Held,  that  the 
daughters  were  not  entitled  to  interest 
on  their  portions,  although  there  was 


'  a  general  clause  in  the  will  that  the 
trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the 
trust  funds,  and  the  interest,  divi- 
dends, and  annual  produce  thereof, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  daughters,  upon 
their  attaining  twenty-one.  Ibid. 

7.  Testator  devised  one  moiety  of 
the  proceeds  of  his  real  estate  to  his 
son  for  his  life,  and  the  other  moiety 
to  his,  the  testator's,  wife,  during  her 
widowhood ;  and  directed  that  in 
case  of  the  wife's  death  or  marriage 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  son,  her  moiety 
should  go  to  the  son  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  first  mentioned  moie- 
ty. The  testator  then  directed,  that 
in  case  his  son  should  die  in  the  wi- 
dowhood of  his  mother,  and  leave 
lawful  issue,  the  son's  moiety  (and, 
af\er  the  widow's  death  or  marriage, 
her  moiety)  should  become  the  pro- 
perty of  such  issue.  The  testator 
then  devised  as  follows : — "  But  in 
case  of  such,  my  son's,  demise  in  the 
widowhood  of  his  said  mother,  with- 
out leaving  lawful  issue,  then  I  wish 
and  direct  the  whole  of  the  proooeds 
of  my  property  to  be  paid  to  her  dur- 
ing her  widowhood,  subject  to  an  an- 
nuity of  40/.  per  annum  to  be  paid 
to  Mr.  T.  B. ;  and  in  case  of  the 
marriage  or  death  of  ray  present  wife, 
my  said  son  being  dead,  and  leaving 
no  lawful  issue,  then  I  give  the  whole 
of  the  proceeds  of  my  estate  to  J.  B." 
The  testator's  son  survived  the  wi- 
dow, and  died  without  issue  : — Held, 
that  the  contingency  on  which  J.  B. 
was  to  take  the  estate  was  destroyed, 
and  that  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator 
was  entitled.  Dicken  v.  Clarke,   572 

8.  Devise  to  the  testator's  two 
brothers,  Arthur  (who  was  his  heir-at- 
law)  and  Peregrine,  one« third  part 
each,  share  and  share  alike,  of  testa- 
tor's lands  and  premises  at  A.,  sub- 
ject to  the  life  interest  therein  of  the 
testator's  father,  the  other  remaining 
third  part  of  the  said  lands  and  pre- 
mises to  the  testator's  sisters,  Mary 
and   Lucy,    share  and  share    alike, 


)5S 


WILL. 


WITNESS. 


making  a  sixth  part  to  each,  of  the 
said  lands  and  premises,  and  in  case 
of  their  demise,  he  willed,  bequeath- 
ed, and  devised  their  respective 
shares  to  be  equally  divided  among 
their  children,  or  their  lawful  heirs, 
observing  first,  that  his  (the  testa- 
tor's) father  was  entitled  to  raise  the 
sum  of  2,000/.,  by  mortgage  or  other- 
wise, according  to  a  bond  executed 
to  him  by  the  testator: — Held,  first, 
ihat  the  words  **  in  case  of  their  de- 
mise," applied  to  the  devise  to  the 
two  sisters  only,  and  had  no  refe- 
rence to  the  previous  devise.  Se- 
condly, that  the  devise  to  the  younger 
brother  was  for  life  only ;  and,  third- 
ly, that  the  two  sisters  took  estates  for 
life  only  in  the  shares  devised  to  them, 
with  remainder  to  their  children,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee.  Bowen  v. 
Scofvcroft,  6  to 

9.  Words  of  recommendation  in  a 
will  held  not  to  amount  to  a  trust. 
Ex  parte  Payne,  636 

^0.  Testatrix  devised  the  residue 
of  her  real  and  personal  estate  to  W. 
S.,  his  heirs,  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, according  to  the  different  na- 
tures and  qualities  thereof,  upon  the 
trusts  following,  that  is  to  say,  upon 
trust  to  retain  and  keep  the  same  in 
the  state  it  should  be  in  at  the  time 
of  her  decease  as  long  as  he  should 
think  proper,  or  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  whole,  or  such  part  thereof  as 
and  when  he  or  they  should  from  time 
to  lime  think  expedient,  either  by  pub- 
lic auction  or  private  contract,  to  any 
person  or  persons  who  should  be  will- 
ing to  become  tlie  purchaser  or  pur- 
chasers; and  then  upon  trust  to  invest 
the  money  to  be  produced  by  such 
sale  or  sales,  together  with  all  ready 
monies  of  the  testatrix,  in  his  or  their 
own  name  or  names,  and  in  that  of 
two  of  the  residuary  legatees  therein- 
after named,  in  the  public  funds,  or 


upon  real  or  government  securities ; 
and  then  the  testatrix  directed  that 
the  said  W.  S.,  his  heirs,  executors, 
or  administrators,  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  and  interested  in  all  such 
the  general  residue  of  her  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  firom  and  after 
such  sale,  then  of  the  stocks,  funds, 
and  securities  whereon  the  same  or 
any  part  thereof  should  have  been  in- 
vested, in  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  is- 
sues, and  profits,  interest,  dividends, 
and  proceeds  thereof,  to  pay  several 
life  annuities;  and  from  and  after  full 
payment  and  satisfaction  thereof,  tlie 
testatrix  directed  that  the  said  W.  S., 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  administra- 
tors, should  stand  possessed  of  all  the 
said  residue  of  her  said  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  and  efiects,  and  of  the 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  whereon 
the  same  or  any  part  thereof  should 
have  been  invested,  and  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits,  interest,  dividends, 
and  produce  thereof,  in  trust  for  five 
of  the  said  annuitants,  (including  the 
said  W.  S.),  in  equal  shares  and  pro- 
portions, as  tenants  in  common,  and 
ibr  their  respective  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  accord- 
ing to  the  difierent  natures  and  qua- 
lities thereof: — Htld,  that,  upon  the 
terms  of  this  will,  it  was  not  the  in- 
tention of  the  testatrix  that  the  pro- 
perty should  be  converted  out  and 
out,  but  that  W.  S.  had  a  discretion 
to  sell  the  whole  or  any  part  of  it 
when  and  as  he  might  think  expe- 
dient, and  that  until  he  exercised  that 
discretion  the  property  must  be  con- 
sidered to  remain  in  the  state  it  was 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testa- 
trix.    Policy  V.  Seymour,  70S 

WITNESS. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  18,  22, 
Practice,  18. 
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